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VINDICATION 
OF THE | 
Plea for HUMAN RRASON. 


NS for a truly good Man to 
be commended by a very 
I 12 profligate Perſon, may 
15 EN cauſe ih him a Suſpicion 
of his own Virtue, or 
bring a Diſcredit upon it 
* 8 s from others; ſo for one 

to be — and flatter d by an Author 
who has wrote himſelf out of Character, may 
leſſen the Opinion of his real Merit in his 
own or in others Eſteem: Therefore I take 
all the bitter Railing and Calumny with 
which this wretched Writer has bewray'd his 
Book againſt me from one End to the other, 
for a real Compliment; and to be a certain 


Token that I haye not only not deſery'd it, 
3 * | A 2 but 


but alſo that T have done real Service to tra 
Religion; becauſe this Adverſary of it not 
knowing what to ſay, has done nothing but 
rave and rail. On this Account, by way of 
Preface, I will make a ſhort Collection of 
his manly, polite, and Chriſtian Expreſſions, | 
which I deſign for a Preſent to Caleb D' An- 
vers, and for the uſe of his Crafiſinan; 
whom, next to our Doctor, I take to be the 
greateſt Maſter of Ribaldry, Railing, Miſre- 
preſentation and Calumny ; and if at any time 
he wants an extraordinary Job to be done 
this way, I wou'd of all Men recommend 
the Doctor to him. He begins: A ma- 
&« licious 9bſcure Writer has taken upon him 
ce to cavil at the Paſtoral Letter. b He 
« writes with a pedantic Air, aſſuming Style, 
&« big Words, tedious Repetitions, ſuperficial 
« Reaſonings; is the Man whom I had (ſays 
c he) occaſion to correct for his Indecorums 
« about five Years ago—has employ'd his 
« Pen in an wareaſonable and unjuſtifrable 
Manner. — The mpertinent Cavils of 
this Pleader.—telling the World a down- 
&« right Fal/hood. — We may ſee the Iniquity 
of the Man: he is malicious reſol- 
ved to miſtake the Queſtion, and to per- 
« vert the Biſhop's Senſe, in order only to 
find Matter of Cavil againſt him... He 
« goes beyond the Rules of Reaſon, and Can- 
« dor, and Equity, only to gratify the un- 
\« reaſonable Paſſion either of Vanity or Re- 


&« ſent- 


.. . 4. . 


Wo 
« ſentment.—— The Plea is nothing more 
« than one continued Blunder. _—— b The 


« Pleader being none of the moſt acute 
c has the Author never read Gene ſis? (a 


pretty Witticiſm)——— What does this 7r1- 
fing Man mean to write at this rate, if 
cc he believes the Scriptures ?——dAſﬀerts in 
« an ambiguous and fallacious Senſe to co- 
&« yer his Impertinence—our Author is here 
perfectly a/leep—e< He might become 4 
« much better Divine, and much better Chri- 
« {ian than he appears to be at preſent.— 
« f What this Pleader has petulantly and ma- 
&« liciouſly advanc'd, &c.— 8 He is not at all 


A 


ec mended, but wants Correction now as much 


&« as ever. —h this confident Man, who ſces 


< leſs, and wants your-Modeſty.—i None but 
an half-/cholar or half-witted Man can 
doubt of it | viz. of as errant a Falſhood as 


% ever was told in the World|] after what 


has been proy'd both by Biſhop Bali who 


never undertook to prove any ſuch thing] 


% and (N. B.) Dr. Vaterland | riſum teneatts 


« Amici? ] He knows that he prevari- 
“ cates in this Reſpect | viz. in knowing 
* that he ſpeaks a moſt certain and evident 


Truth which no Scholar can doubt of ]— 


He thinks to carry the Point by the pure 


« Dint of uncommon Effrontry | viz. which 


he has prov'd by a thouſand antient Tefti- 
« monies, and which no antient Teſtimony 


cc ever 
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ever contradicted. . He obſerves with i 


Smartneſs equal to his Honeſfy——it is a 
malicious Miſrepreſentation, &c. as he 


miſrepreſents the true Doctrine, ſo he a- | 
buſes it in a profligate manner. Such are 
the hideous Lengths to which Obſtinacy | 
and Concert will carry a Man. What pro- 
digious Height and Stubborneſs of Spirit ©; 


as much bigotted to his Hereſy, as any 
Papiſt is to Popery. | Here he condemns 


his own greateſt Friends ; it being well 
known that the vulgar ſcholaſtic Doctrine 


of 
10 


an 
cc 
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the Trinity, and the At bana ſian Creed, 
called, were firſt eſtabliſned in the darkeſt 
d worſt Times of Popery.— His Soci- 
nian Brethren his Infidel Brethren, for 
whom he is proſtituting his Pen His 
Malice appears farther—® His Plea is not 


only a flagrant Impertinence, but a ſcan- 


dalous Enormity.— u He preſumes to join 
with Izfidels againſt the Biſhop.—confe- 


derating with the Enemies of the Goſpel. 


——increaſing the Plague of Infidelity.— 
o An Exceſs of Conceitedneſs runs thro' his 
Plea, which is really intolerable.— He 
writes to a Prelate=——P Theſe arc the Airs 
of arrogant Conceit—He never conſiders 
his own Dulzeſs and Shortneſs of Thought.“ 
If any Perſon ever faw two ſuch Pages of 


ill- natur'd and empty Raneour, in fo ſhort 
a Book, and pretcnded to be an Anſwer to 


k 
* 


another 


4 53. - VP, 93. up. 56. np, 57. P. 99. 
001. | : 


: EY 

nother Book wrote upon a ſerious and ime 

portant Subject, and with great Decency, 

and with the utmoſt Chriſtian Sincerity, I 
am much miſtaken: And what ſhews an ex- 


a- traordinary Weakneſs of Malice, this poor 
re Wretch cites, to his own Confuſion, all the 
0 Maſſages of the Plea for Human Reaſon, 
o- ſhich he cou'd pick out as the Ground of 


is unchriſtian Calumny and Defamation; 


1 hich are the bis = x 

ns 1. If your Lordſhip ſaw this Conſequence of 
2 2 I perſuade myſelf you wou'd F 
NC Por it.4 Which ſhews that the Author of the 
2 Plea had ſo good an Opinion of his Lordſhip, 


that he thought he wou'd renounce a Prin- 
ciple from whence he ſaw any bad Conſe» 
quence cou'd juſtly be drawn: Which is an 
is Opinion, I own, I cannot have of this Wri- 
ot ter. | | | 
2. The Ground of this Head of your Lordſbip's 
n FPaſtoral Letter is plainly erroneous ; and your 
= WLordſhip is not aware how much you weaken, 
IJ. Ic. This ſhews that the Author of the Plea 
— [thought his Lordſhip to be indeed in an Er- 
is ror in one Part of his Paſtoral Letter; but 
'& [that it was not a deſign'd Error, but an in- 
's ꝗ voluntary Miſtake attended with a 
'S Meaning, tho the Conſequence of it was 
not good. £1 
1 3. Your Lordſhip is aware of an Objection, 
tut your Caution will do no Good againſt the 
- Objection. This ſhews that the Author of 
the 


| la, p. 45 T Plea, p. 9. Pia, p. 11. 


(8. ] 


the Plea thought that his Lordſhip's Argu- 
ment did not ſufficiently obviate the Obje- 
ction which it was intended to obviate; and 


” 


this 1s all. 


4. This arguing of your Lordſhip concludes | 
as ſtrongly, which I wonder your Lordſhip did 
got ſee*, This ſhews that the Author of the 
Plea thought that his Lordſhip's Argument 
concluded more than his Lordſhip intended 


it ſhou'd; and that he wonder'd that fo ju- 
dicious a Gentleman as his Lordſhip is al- 


low'd to be, did not ſee it. But he ſhou'd | 


not at all have wonder'd that ſuch a blind 
Writer as this Doctor is, ſhou'd not ſee the 
Abſurdity to which any of his Arguments 
tend; who cannot ſee that under a ridicu- 
lous Pretence of Orthodoxy, he contends for 
Irreligion and Trither/m. 6 

5. Dur Lordſhip ſbou'd not have argued 


thus with reſpet to human Reaſon Your 
Lordſhip is plainly guilty of fallacious arguing 
(without intending it) and, my Lord, that 
which you ſay is much the ſame thing, is very 
far from being the ſame thing.” This only 
ſhews that the Author of the Plea thought 
that his Lordſhip had repreſented two Things 
as being much the ſame, which were very 
plainly different, as he prov'd beyond Dit- 
Ute. | | 
: 6. This is a vulgar Error, which your Lord- 
ip with others have fallen into.* This ſhews 
that the Author of the Plea thought that 
9115 his 
* Plaa, p. 13. Y Bla, p. 14. wv Plea, p. 28. 
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gu- his Lordſhi Pp. had err'd with other learn ol 
bje- Men in a Point of antient Heathen Philo- 
and fophy, which had not been throughly con- 
: ider d, or carefully diſcuſs d by any Modern, 
that 1 know of, till of late, in a * Book 
S which I preſume his Lordſhip had not read. 
e That it is an Error, is as plain as any Thing 
can be proy'd to be from Fact; and that his 
Lordſhip is not ſingular in it, I think is no 
Abuſe of his Lordſhip. T his Writer hitn« 
ſelf is not able to deny the Error of what his 
Lordſhip ſaid; tho' he endeavours in a blun- 
dering manner to make ſome 7 Excuſe for 
it. 

5. It wou'd be very erroncous to argue, as 
u- any Infidel may from you Loraſbig s am | 
for ent. p i, 

8. This Conſequence, I perſuade myſelf, your 
ved Lordſhip will 22 — 2 Loh — 
u, avoid it, I cannot ſœs. Theſe only ſhew that 
ug the Author of the Plea thought that his 
"at | Lordſhip had argued in a manner which by 
true Conſequence carried him farther than 
ly he deſign'd to go; as was obſery'd under the 
ht firſt, ſecond, and fourth of the ee 
98 Heads, 
ry our Lordſhip cites Tully as arguing 
11 with your bat: or the abſolute In 1ſuffici« 

ency of human Reaſon, which is a great Mi- 
d- Hake. This Miſtake of his Lordſhip was 


WS There demonſtrated . all Diſpute. 
I leave 


lis x 4 Defenſe of Human Liberty, in Anſwer to ſome Letters of 


Cato. By Mr. Jackſon. 
P. 18, 19. * Plea, p. 44. * Plea, p. 45. W Plea, p. 46, 


[re] 
I leave it now to any Reader of common 
Senſe, Candor, and Ingenuity, whether the 
Author of the Plea in his Debate with his 
Lordſhip, hath behay'd himſelf in any wiſe 
indecently ; or otherwiſe than might become 
the faireſt and beſt Man to the faireſt and 


beſt Man in a Matter of Controverſy ; in 
which it is common Juſtice and Equity for 
one Man to be allow'd, as to judge for him- 
ſelf, ſo in Difference of Judgment to tell | 
his Opponent that he is in an Error, or is 
not aware of the Tendency of his Argu- 


ments or Doctrine. 

1. Yet this is the Foundation on which 
this Writer has built his anchri/tian and in- 
human Defamation of me, as if I had wrote 
like a vile malicious Caviller, had neither 


common Senſe or common Honeſty, was void of 


all Modeſty, and was even (what I abhor) 
fupporting the Cauſe of Infidelity againſt the 
Chriſtian Revelation. But that which, I ſup- 
pole, rais'd the Choler of this furious Bigot 
Was, that he cou'd not tell how to make any 
Reply to my Arguments in Defenſe of the 
Sufficiency of human Reaſon in Matters of Re- 
ligion, where no divine Revelation was vouch- 
fafed or known, without altering and quite 
_ miſrepreſenting the Point in Queſtion, as L 
mall ſhew immediately; and that I had in 
a free manner ( but entirely agreeable to 
Truth) expos'd the Abfurdity and conſe- 
quential Impiety of his Orthodoxy ; which 
being entirely axtichriftian, is only to be 


bo ſupported, | 


ſupported, like other antichriſtian and Po- 
piſh Doctrines, with the Violence of an an- 
tichriſtian Spirit. 
2. As common Swearers, ſo common Rai- 
lers, ſeldom have any regard to Truth; ac- 


N cordingly this ſlanderous Writer has miſre- 


preſented and miſ- ſtated the Point in Que- 


F {tion betwixt his Lordſhip of London and the 


Author of the Plea, in order to find Matter 


Jof Cavil and Abuſe againſt him. 


The Author of the Plea for human Rea- 
on ſaid, that the Biſhop oppos'd the Princi- 
ple, © © that Reaſon is a ſufficient Guide in 
« Matters of Religion, without the Help of 
« Revelation; “ univerſally, without regard 
«© to Men's having or not having Opportu- 
«© nities of knowing the reveal'd Will of 
« God: nay, that he aſſerted and taught 
« his People d, that Reaſon of it/elf is an in- 
« ſufficient Guide in Matters of Religion, e with- 
« out any Limitation ; conſequently that 
it is inſufficient, after Men, who by God's 
« Providence have no other Guide, have 
«© made the beſt Uſe of their Reaſon, which 
in their Circumſtances they were able to 
ets is | 
In this manner he ſtated the Doctrine of 
the ſecond Head of his Lordſhip's Paſtoral 
Jetter; and he was very ſecure of having 
ſtated it right, becauſe the whole Reaſon- 
ing of his Lordſhip on this Article of his 
Letter, proceeded on this State of his Do- 
B 2 Krine; 

. s Paſtoral Letter, p. 7. P. 4 


12 
Arine ; wherein his Lordſhip undertook to 
prove from Fadi, that the beſt Regſon of 
Heathens, in all Times and Places, hoth 
before the Chriſtian Revelation, and where- 
ever it was not, or cou'd not be known and 
receiv'd, was not ſufficient in Matters of Re- 
ligion. Farther, to confirm that this is the 
true Point of Debate, a late Defenſe of his 
Lordſhip's Doctrine, entitled, A Plea for | 
divine Revelation, which ſeems plainly to | 
have been written with his Lordſhip's Con- 
ſent and Approbation, and which ſpeaks | 
always with great Aſſurance of knowing his | 
Lordſhip's Meaning, has ingenuouſly own'd 
that I ſtated his Lordſhip's Doctrine truly. 
His Words are, © I underſtand his Lords 
« ſhip to intend the Propoſition (viz. of the 
* Inſufficiency of human Reaſon | univerſally, 
« aud without any Limitation, as the Author 
of the Letter obſerves; and he refers to 
the preceding Words of the Plea for human 
Reaſon. | | 5-24 
: Now behold this ſhameleſs Caviller ! who 
1 ſcruples not to ſay, that the Author of the 
Plea for human Reaſon, © * begins with tel» 


- 
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| „ lng the World a downright Falſhood, 
j that the Paſtoral Letter has aſſerted the 
h & Toſufficiency of Reaſon without any Limi. 
ration the Paſtoral Letter (he adds) has 
 & done no ſuch Thing, neither was there 
| “ any Occaſion for doing it.” And he pre- 
| tends that the Paſtoral Letter only ſays, 

| --— vr } 

* Plea fir divine Revelation, p. 6. P. 5, 
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« that Reaſon is not /o ſufficient as to ſu- 
« percede the Uſe of the Bible:” and with 

equal Truth and Modeſty affirms, s that 

8 the Pleader (for human Reaſon) under- 

„ took to prove, in oppoſition to the Paſio- 

„ral Letter, that Reaſon was /o ſufficient 


1 6 15 to ſuperſede the Uſe Or Need of the 
is Goſpel. This was the Point he under- 


2 took; yes, he did undertake it.“ It is not 
poſſible. to reply to ſuch Efrontry (to uſe 
one of his own beloved Words) as it deſerves, 


 E without being very ſevere, I am contented 


that the Reader ſees that the downright Fal- 

ood he charges me with, recoils upon him- 
ſelf: And as there was no Occaſion for the 
Pleader for haman Reaſon to undertake what 
he alledges; ſo it is certain that he under- 
took no ſuch thing, which was not at all 
the Point in Queſtion; but on the contrary, 
his Letter ſhews that he undertook to prove 
the real Uſe and Benefits of divine Revelati- 
on above mere Reaſon, at the ſame time 
that he ſhew'd the Sufficiency of human 
Reaſon in Matters of Religion, where Re- 
velation was not vouchſafed, or was not 
known, and where Reaſon was the only 
Guide in Religion which by divine Provi- 
derice was given unto Men. 

3. This groſs Miſrepreſentation of the 
Point in Debate being detected, the intelli- 
gent Reader cannot but ſee that the greateſt 
Part of this Writer's ſcandalous Libel, is an- 

| ſwer' d 
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to) will excuſe my being a little merry with 


at all like Reaſoning. He begins with this 


* 


[ 14 ] | 
ſwerd without adding one Word more: on- 
ly I beg of the Reader that (it being the 
conſtant Practice of this Doctor in all his 
Writings to miſrepreſent the Caſe in Que- 
ſtion, of which he is always on the wrong | 
Side) he will beware of him as one who car- i 
ries this h Mark upon him. | 

4. All the Arguments of this Defender | 
being included in thg Miſrepreſentation of 
the State of the Queſtion, of which he has 
been fairly found guilty ; what remains to | 
be ſaid to him is Matter of Diver ſion more | 
than Reaſoning; and ſo I hope t e Reader | 
(ſince there is nothing elſe for me to reply 


his ridiculous manner of writing ; promiſing 
to take notice of, and to refute any thing 
which I can pick up in the way, that looks 


Magiſterial, Archidiaconal Air, viz, i“ Upon 
% careful Peruſal of this extraordinary 
5 Piece, I ſoon perceiv'd by the pedantic 
Air, the aſſuming Style, the big Words, 
the tedious Repetitions, and ſuperficial 
“ Reaſonings remarkable in it, that the Au- 
« thor was undoubtedly the ſelf-ſame Man 
« whom I had Occaſion to correct for his 
«© Indecorums about five Years ago—And 
&« ſince he has reſum'd his Spirits, and once 
«© more employ'd his Pen in an unreaſona- 
“ble and unjuſtifiable manner, I have a 
« Kind of Right now to animad vert upon 
* 


h Hic niger eſt, hunc tu, Romane, caveto. Horat. . P. 4- 
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 =$: Þ | 
him, as falling properly to my Proyince.” 
reply : | | 
5 As * Plato told Diogenes, when he 
rampled upon his fine Carpet with his dir- 
Feet, calling it Plato's Pride, that by 
he inſolent Rudeneſs of his Behaviour he 


Fimſelf ſhew'd a greater Pride: So this Cy- 
real Writer, who has all the inſolent Rude- 
Jess, without any of the Wit of Diogenes, 


hilſt he pretends to charge me with Pe- 


antry, &c. remarkably ſhews his own real 


anity and dogmatical Emptineſs. 
2. He cannot but know that I am not the 
If-/ame Man, &c. but that the Man is long 


Wncc dead againſt whom the ſcurrilous Pam- 


dhlet he refers to (for his Honour) was writ- 
en: I utterly deſpis'd ſo contemptible a 
Performance; and he, againſt whom it was 
ntended, was a | Man to whom this Writer 
s not worthy to be compar d. And as he 
ells me of reſuming my Spirits, ſo I ſhou'd 
de glad to find any Inſtance of his not reſu- 
ning, but aſſuming any Modeſiy or Manners ; 
decauſe theſe are in his Power, tho' ſound 
Reaſoning and Learning may not be ſo. 
3. Therefore Matters of Learning and Ar- 
zument (ſuch as the Subject of Debate be- 
wixt me and the Biſhop) do not, as he 
ainly imagines, belong to his Province. His 
Province, as a Writer, is Railing, Calumny, 


nd Miſrepreſentation; and his Learning 


chiefly 


* Diog. Laert. lib. 6. 1 The late reverend and learned 


,. James Peirce of Exeter, & pauxepi]ns. 


2 Character that Way. He has been often 


eaſily diſcern the Bear under the 4/5's Skin, 


chiefly conſiſts in ringing Changes with cho. 
laſtic Targon Real Learning and ſound Ar- 
gument he will always be excus'd from; 
they are Deſtruction to all his Orthodoxy; 
and he is of too low a Claſs in the Common- 
wealth of Learning, to take upon himſelf 


weigh'd in this Balance, and has always! 
been found very light and ſuperficial. Sol 
that, as I was never afraid of his Learning, 
fo J am not at all diſappointed in finding 
this Libel ſo empty of it. | ahi 
4. This mighty Defender writes under 
the Mask of an harmleſs Country Curate, 
who, I have Reaſon to ſuppoſe, never thought 
on this or any other learned Subject to the 
purpoſe; on which Account it was properſſ t. 
enough to put ſuch a Performance as this 
under ſuch a Name; only I a little wonder 
that he ſhould be ſo weak (tho' he was the 
Doctor's Papil) as to ſuffer himſelf twice to 
be made the Doctor's Fool. However, as! 


fo now that I have got him by the Noſe, Il 
will not eaſily let him go. FF 
The i Head of his firſt Chapter, where- . 

in he begins to argue in his Way, is entirely 
built on the fore- mentioned Miſreprefenta-il _ 
tion of the State of the Queſtion, and fo I F 
paſs it by as a mere Blunder. 8 
In the a /econd Head, he obſerves that 1“ 
faid that the Appetites of our firſt Parents b 
| were © 

m p. 6, 7. o P. g. 2 


1 3 
were prone to be inordinate; and yet that in 
another Place I ſaid, in the Words of Solomon, 
22 vii. 29. that God made Man upright, 
Inſtead. of an Argument here, he gives me 4 
ambridge Pun. '* Hou, ſays he, he will 
reconcile upright and. prone, erect and in- 
dining together, he may. conſider at lei- 
ſure.“ Anſo. I reconcile them, juſt as he 
may reconcile them to the fame Man, who 
ing holds up his Head and has crooked Legs. Up- 
"> i2ht reſpects the ſuperior, rational, and ma- 
ral Faculties, which a Man may have, and 
ret be prous aeltts reſpect to his mferior, core 
MW porea!, and en fitivs Appetites : and he. cou'd 
not but ſee, unleſs reſoby d to ſhut his Eyes, 
that I ſpoke of the orie in one place, and of 
= other i in the other place. But it is well 

ough for him (and I cou d expect no more 
from. 0 Mn) to quibble upon the \Eng4/e 
e to Words, Ver at all attending to what 
they referr'd, He next copies after the lea 
for divine Revelation (to which I have given 
a full Anſwer) and ſays, © that the Reaſon 
« of Man in a State 'of. Innocence, was not 
re- © afficient even then without Revelation e 
ely « that this is plain, becauſe God ſupe — 
ta- © a reveald Law and Peſſtive In: 
51 His Argument i 18, wy 4 CG 

State of Innocence was not ene in — 
t I vers of Religion, for this plain and wiſe Rea» 
1 fon, becauſe God gave him a'poſitive Injun- 
+, Ron, not about à Matton of Religion, but 

od SG. a Mat- 
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» 
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1 
a Matter of o Good, in itſelf merely india. 
rent, and which God was pleas'd to add to 
Man's natural, religious, and moral Duty, 
by way of Trial and Probation of his Obe - 
dience. Is this like arguing? I confeſs it is 
like the Defender's.. Reaſon (according to 
him) was not /af}icient to enable him to do 
what by Reaſon he knew to be his Duty; 
becauſe it was not /uffirient for him to know| 
what cou'd not be known, nor could be 
Matter of his Duty without Revelation. Me- 
thinks it was very hard Dealing with the 
firſt Man, not to give him Reaſon ſafſicient 
to conduct him in his Duty; and then far- 
ther to try him who was ſo weak before, by 
What follows next is full as extraordinary 
Reaſoning: The Plea for human Reaſon 
faid, that Reaſon was ſufficient to have pre- 
vented the Fall of Man: This our Defender 


 fays p is ridiculous ;- becauſe it amounts to 


* ſaying that Reaſon, without any Revelati- 
« op, Was ſufficient to prevent their tranſ- | 


4 greſling a reveal'd Law.—which he leaves 


« the Pleader to make Senſe of.” If he 
means to leave it to me to make Senſe of his 
Argument! againſt the Plea, I own it im- 
— for me or any one elſe to do it. 
What I ſaid is very plain and clear, and one 
of leſs Diſcernment than his half-witted Man 
might ſee that it is fo. Did not Man fall 


N Reaſon 
2 Gen. ii. 16, 17. P. g. 


— 
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72 Neaſon to know to be a divine Law? And 
dd to hether the Law againſt which he tranſ. 
greſs'd, was a poſitive reveald Law, or a 


50 Law of natural Reaſon, it was exactly all 
G it ij ne: Reaſon was ſufficient to have prevent- 


-d his Tranſgreſſion of the Law, and con- 
equently to have prevented his Fall. Can 
„Iny Thing be plainer? But this acute De- 
Wender cou'd not ſee, that a poſitive Law 
depending on Revelation cou d not be a Law 
ill it was reyeal'd: and when it was re- 
eal'd, Reaſon, by which he knew it to be 
cveal'd, was the Light to guide him in his 
WDuty with reſpect to that Law, and ſurely 
as ſufficient to have prevented his Fall by 
he Tranſgreſſion of it. Is not this Senſe? 
his Defender talks as if the Author of the 
Plea had ſaid or thought, that Reaſon was 
ſufficient to have prevented his Fall in Vio- 
lation of a Law which was not given, or 
which was no Law at all. It might have 
Wbecome our Defender to have.realon'd thus; 
but I ſhou'd be aſham'd of it: Reaſon then, 
tis evident, was ſufficient to have prevent» 
ed Man's Fall abſolutely, whether it de- 


his pended upon his ben a poſitive re- 

_ veal'd Law, or a Law of natural Reaſon. 

it Tis hard to be oblig'd to anſwer ſuch a Tri- 
fler as this. 


- He goes on in an uniform manner of rea- 
½/ſoning, and defends the Paſtoral Letter, 
— which teaches that Reaſon is not ſo. ſuffici - 

0 1 ent 


[20] 
ent a Guide in Matters of Religion, as in the 
Apairs of this Life : his Reaſon is, <4 be- 
“ cauſe ſenſible *. hings are ſeen and. felt, 
« and are therefore certain, while Things 
“ unſeen and unperceiv'd (except by the Eye 
“ of Faith) are to Reaſon uncertain.” .* Hel 
« adds, that for want of Acutene/s, I argued} fe 
&« as if the Paſtoral Letter had deny'd that 
ce the Difference of Good and Evil is de- 
x monſtrable.” 

The Religion then of our acute Defender, 
is a Thing «n/cen and unperceiv'd; it is all 
Faith (no Practice.) And yet if this acute 
Writer was to give an Account of his Be- 
lief, he cou'd not, I believe, expreſs it inv 
intelligible Terms.: he has told me his] 
Faith an hundred times, expreſs'd in vari- 
ous and contradictory Forms too, and yet I 
— cou'd, nor ever found any one that I 

u'd make Senſe of any one of them. It! 
ona T am ſo dull as to place the main of 
Religion (with the Scripture and Reaſon) 
in Things that are ſeen, and which may be 
perceiv'd and under ſtiood; and which are not 
Matter of Faith, but of Demonſtration: 1 
place it in the Knowledge and Practice of 


Virtue and Piety; in the Love and Worſhip of : 
God; and in Righteouſneſs and Charity to- If 
wards my Neighbour; and in Temperance Wt 
and Sobriety with reſpect to myſelf, Theſe Mv 
Duties, and their oppoſite Vices, are ſtrictly Ne 
demonſtrable; and the a Letter cou'd iſh 
| not Wz 
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not but include theſe in Matters of Reli- 


the] he! 
be gion, unleſs he had excluded them by an 


expreſs Exception, and limited Religion to 


ine Things which are not properly Religion at 
Eyeſſ all (for I know of no Virtue or Religion 
HeW there is in a mere abſtra Faith) as our De- 
uedWfcnder is willing to do. 5 cg 
that Therc is nothing more to be anſwer'd to, 
de- til we come to Page 13. where he ſays © it 


is evident from Reaſon that meer Repen- 
( tance cannot be ſufficient for the Pardon 


allſ (/ Sin; becauſe performing Duty in part, 
ute is not performing the whole.” Was ever 
Be- ſuch a Reaſon given before? According to 
t in which, if Man had perform d his whole Du- 
hisWty, and never ſinn'd at all, then his Repen- 
ari- tance wou'd have been ſufficient for the Par- 


don of his Sins; which (as he told me late- 


hat ly) I leave him to make Senſe of. I had ſaid, 
I chat he virtuous Heathen had no Reaſon to 
of de/pond, as to the Pardon of Sin, and the Fa- 
on) ¶vour of God, upon Repentance and Amendment 


/ Life. Becauſe it cou'd not be thought 
that a good God, who knows the Frailties and 


- I natural Imperfections of Men, and the Tem- 
> of Wptations to Sin, to which by his Providence 
p of W they are made liable, wou'd expect an ab- 
to- ſolute unſinning Obedience from them: and 
nce therefore it cou'd not be thought that he 
cle ¶ wou'd deny them that Favour and Happineſs, 
ly WM which by a Renovation and Purity of Mind 
ud and 4feftions, free from all unreaſonable and 


immoral Habits, they had made themſelves ca- 
3 = pable 
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nary Argument alledg'd above from Roos q 


the Publication of the Goſpel, or who had 


every (Heathen) Nation, he 3hat feareth God, | 


EW 1 7 

_ of. To this natural Ground, which | 
caſon gave every virtuous Heathen, for 
him to build the comfortable Hope of Par- 
don and of obtaining the divine Favour and 
Happineſs upon, this Defender replies no- 
thing; only he adds to the very extraordi- 


_ tha «- @A—* 


« 5that the Goſpel is more ſtrongly ſtill a- | 
« gainſt the Sufficiency of Repentance, in 
« requiring Satisfatjon, Mediation, Inter- 
&« ceſſion, as well as Repentance. What God 
gave Men Ground from natural Reaſon to 
hope for and depend upon, is one thing; 
and what he might think fit to propoſe or 
require in his reveal'd Will, is another thing. 
The Goſpel which ſets forth Chriſt as the 
Sacrifice, and Propitiation, and Mediator for 
Sin, never tells us, or ſuppoſes that God | 
will not pardon their Sins who liv'd before 


no Opportunities of knowing it, if they had 
repented of them, and forſaken them, On 
the contrary, the Goſpel declares hat in 


and worketh er is accepted of him - 
And this gracions Acceptance of God, iz; 
confirm'd by the Sacrifice of Chriſt, which 
is to all Believers of the Goſpel a Token and 
Aſſurance that by Repentance and Obedience FW... 
they ſhall obtain the Pardon of Sin, and the 


Happinels of a future State, Therefore that ol: 


Aſſurance of Pardon upon Repentance and 
future | 


7, 34 
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ient to have inferr'd from the moral Attri- 
butes of God, is declared and confirm'd by 


he Ground and Token of it is at the ſame 
Fime manifeſted in the higheſt Inſtance of 
Pod's Grace and Love: For God ſo loved the 
97-12 (as our Saviour tells us, John iii. 16.) 
hat he gave his ouly-begotten Son; that ꝛuho- 
ever believeth. in ; ſhould not periſh, but 
have ev PO Life.: 
What the Defe 
If Authority, without Revelation, to deter- 
ine Matters of Religion, is eaſily anſwer- 
a; for as amidſt the different and contra- 
Hictory Opinions of Chriſtians, the Goſpel is 


for x /ufficient and the only Rule whereby to 

oC Fudge what Opinions or Dodrincs are right 
u. and true; ſo in the like Differences of Opi- 
1 


ion or Doctrine amongſt Heathens, right 


dad Reaſon was the divine Word and Rule | 
On hereby to determine betwixt Right and 


rong, Truth and Falſhood. And natural 


Religion has or can have from the Scriptures / 
— hich contain it. 
n 


His next Defenſe js of the *Pafforal Let 


nce 2's arguin againſt the Sufficiency of natu- 
the el Reafon From the Differences among Phi. 
= olophers about Points ,of the greateſt Mo- 
ure ft ſuch as concer#'d the Dery Being of Re- 


ligion 
3 


* — *» of 
* 


ature well- doing, which Reaſon was ſuffi-⸗ 


he expreſs Revelation of the Goſpel; and 


Defender ſays next of the Want 


Religion has from Reaſon as clear and ſtrong | 
n Evidence of its Obligation, as reveal'd 


Izgion and Virtue, Their Differences, he ſays, 

« were about the Being of God, the Immor- 
&« zality of the Soul, and the Reaſons of 
« Gymodand Evil; about Providence and ſome! 
« of God's Attributes Points in which! 
&« all Chriſtians are agreed, all that believe 
« the Bible.” I heartily wiſh that what this 
Defender here ſays, had any Truth in it; 
but none but one who was either a perfe&j 
Stranger to the Differences among Chriſtians, 
or who was reſolv'd to diſſemble them, con'di 
pretend this. He talks indeed (like a per- 
fect Ignorumus) as if any one might object 
as parallel Differences amongſt Chriſtians, 
* ſome wild Heretics or Madmen (as he 
« calls them) ſuch as Ebionites, Soriniani 
“ (i. e. the ſcholaſtic Trinitarians, whoſe x 
“ Notion, pretended to be orthodox, coin- c 
e cides with that of the Ebjonites, and Ar. 
« temonites or Socinians) and Arians, i. e. the + 


| Jed] ound an 


A 


Lag 


* Aﬀrtors' of the Scripture Doctrine of the ti 
% Trinity, whom he abuſes under that Name.“ g 
I own, with him, that the Objection drawu i tl 
from theſe is not to the Purpoſe: And the o 
Pleader produc'd ” other fort of Difference A 
among Chriſtians, which, to the great Re co 
proach of the Chriſtian Name, are too much ce 
to the Purpoſe. But this Defender might ar 
have mentioned Opinions held among Chri- m 
ſtians, which concern all thoſe great Pointi m 
which he alledges to ſnew the Iaſafficienoi to 
of Reaſon among the Heathen; and which (v 


therefore 
„P. 15. DA | 


= TH] 
therefore (if his Argument was any thing to 
the purpoſe) equally ſhew the Inſufficiency of 


Revelation, 
1. A great many, tis to be feard, who 


call themſelves Chriſtians, hold that the Be- 
uch g of the one God is three diſtin individual 

8 Beings and Agents; this Tritheiſtic Opinion 
concerns the Being of God, and indeed by 
neceſſary Conſequence deſtroys it. 

2. It has been taught among Chriſtians, 
"> that the Soul is naturally mortal, and is im- 
» a: mortaliz'd only by Baptiſm, and the Power 
per- of the Prieſt rightly (i. e. in an unknown 
ety manner) appointed. Which Doctrine con- 
ans cerns the Immortality of the Soul, and renders 
| he it highly precarious and uncertain. 
an 3. The Ground and Reaſons of Good and 
oleh Evil, have been and are diſputed amongſt 
n Chriſtians. This Defender, I preſume, knows 
Ar ſome who make the Reaſon of Cod and Evil 
the to be founded in the ill of Goa, in oppoſi- 
th tion to thoſe who hold the immutable Obli- 
gation of Morality, as being founded not in 
the Vill of God, but inthe Reaſon of Things, 
or in the Rectitude of the divine Nature: 
And he alſo knows thoſe who hold, as a 
conſequence of that dangerous Opinion con- 
cerning Good and Evil, that poſitive Precepts 
are in ſome Caſes preferable to moral Com- 


mer has more Virtue in it than Obedience 
to the latter; nay, that poſitive Injunctions 


(Which in the Nature of them can only be, 
* and 


mandments; and that Obedience to the for- 
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and be appointed as Means to moral Virtue) 
are A 7 Improvements of Virtue. 

. The Providence and moral Attributes 
of God: are conſequentially deny'd by thoſe 
Chriſtians who hold the Doctrine of ab/olute, | 
unconditionate Decrees; and by thoſe who 


deny the Sufficiency of human Reaſon in Mat- 


ters of Religion, univerſally and without Li- 
mitation, as it is maintain'd by the Pleader 
or divine Revelation. And the Doctrine of | 
Human Authority in Matters merely of Faith | 
and Conſcience, and of Impoſition and Perſe- | 


cution in conſequence of it, concerns and is 


perfectly deſtructive of all Morality and Re- 
ligion at once. 
Theſe are the monſtrous antichriſtian Opi- 
nions and Doctrines of Chriſtians, who are 
ten times wilder Heretics and Madmen (in 
our Defender's Style) than Ebjonites, Arians, | 
Nc. and from ſuch corrupt Doctrines and 
Opinions pretended to be taught in the Scri- 
ptures, it is, that Men reject and revile the 
Scriptures, and think they have Reaſon even 
from the Scriptures themſelves to become 4 
Deiſts and Atheiſts, | 
In Anſwer to my obſerving that 15 Do- 
Brine of abſolute unconditionate Decrees, con- 
cern'd.the very Being of Virtue and Religion. 
The Defender replies, * it is by no means 
true, taking it in the candid. Senſe, as 
5 thele Men hold it: For ep: 50 Arc: SIN 
ol Virtue and a Kleine 5 
* Mann. Ca What E 
#708 F. 16, d b 


1 
What this candid Senſe of abſolute Decrees 
is, he neither tells or knows; but ſomething 
was to be alledg'd, tho only the Sound of a 
Word. And if they are (as I hope they are) 
overs of Virtue and Religion, what is this 


Fo the purpoſe ? The Tendency and Conſe- 


uence of their Doctrine is the ſame, whe- 
her they ſee and own it or not. So 7 like 
anner Epicaras is faid to have been a Lo- 
ver of Virtue, tho he, deny'd the Providence, 


End cven Exiftente of one ſupreme God, and 
he Immortality of the Soul: | | 


Next; in Anſwer to my Obje&tion to the 
Argument of the Paſtoral Letter, drawn 
rom the Popiſh Idolatry and Super fition ; he 
ells me © I might have added the Idola- 

try of the Ariaus, and their corrupt Prin- 


| . ciples and Practice in the Caſe of Subſeria 


tion, and their ſiding, in Zeal for their 
Hereſy, with the Enemies of the Gol pel. N 
o which I reply, 

1. This Defence ſhows how little this 


IV riter underſtands what Arianiſm, or what 
Holatry is. The Reader muſt know that 
ie Words Arian, Heretic, Catholic, are Cant- 
erms, which this Author uſes either with- 


ut any Senſe at all, or elſe as Bugbears to 
ighten ignorant Bigots, and make them 
incy that thoſe he calls by Names of Re- 
roach, hold ſomething erroneous, and which 
oppoſite to that Abſurdity and Impiety 
hich he calls Catholic; and which is no o- 
D 2 therwiſe 
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to do it. If it was truly defin'd, the Rea- 
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therwiſe really catholic, than the-Popiſh Do- {W 
Arines are catholic, and which Papiſts ſtile In 
catholic, juſt as he does. This Defender has pl 
pretended a thouſand times to define what | 
Arianiſm is, but never was able or willing . 


der wou'd ſee at once that he only abuſes i: 
with the Appellation of Arians, thoſe who M1 
maintain the Doctrine of Scripture and of WW: 
the antient Church, and differ from the 
particular Tenets of Arius. But to charge 
Arianiſm with Idolatry, is as ridiculous, as to 
charge this Author's Notion of the Trinity 
with Trithei/m is true. | Ar 
2. With reſpect to Sub/cription, T am of p- 
Opinion that even an Arian, truly ſo, may {Wt 
as honeſtly ſubſcribe to 4thanaſian Forms, HII 
as an Arminias to Calviniſtical Forms, or as Wh: 
a Tritheiſt of modern Popiſh Orthodoxy can 
ſubſcribe to the Scriptures and to our Church- n 
Forms. It appears manifeft to me, that this 
Defender muſt ſubſcribe either with very tr 
little Honefly or very little Underſtanding 3 E 


for his Opinions are as counter to the gene- la 


ral Tenor of our Creeds and Church-Forms, 


as can poſſibly be. He cannot, that I can . 
ſee, have any Pretence, with the utmoſt Wl <4 
Quibbling and Sophiſtry, to ſubſcribe too 
the Nicene Creed, the firſt Article of which| 

is fundamentally oppoſite to his Scheme oft. 


the Trinity, and Doctrine of three ſupreme, | Ir 


individual, intelligent, independent Perſons ot 
Agents and I challenge him to define Tri- 
x theiſin 


5 
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W-i/72 in plainer and ſtronger Words than 
ſe by which he has over and over ex- 
blain'd his Notion. . 

3. As to ſiding with the Enemies of the 


Ebel, if Silence (as we ſay) gives Conſent, 


hen the pretended Orthodox are thoſe who 


4 ave ſided with the Enemies of the Goſpel, 
Sy with-holding their Pens, and not oppo- 
Wing Infidels in the late Attacks made by 


em upon all Religion, by the Doctrine of 


Haie, and Neceſſity of human Actions; and 


their Attempts againſt the Prophecies on 


wich the Predictions of our Sayiour's Miſſion 


re founded, Who are they who have op- 


Pos'd and confuted the Toland's, the Cato s, 
the Collinss? Are they the Waterland's ? No! 
nfidels are not afraid of ſuch Writers; nor 


have ſuch Writers ſtood up in the Cauſe of 


ratural and reveald Religion againſt them. 


But they are the Vhiſton s, the Clarke's, the 


; Jackſon s, who have ſhew'd their Zeal for 


rue Religion and Chriſtianity againſt thoſe 


Enemies of it, and even againſt the Water- 
lands themſelves. 


'The Biſhop, in his Paſtoral Letter, had 
run into a vulgar Error concerning the Stoi- 
cal Notion of Fate, as if it was the Doctrine 
of the Neceſſity of human Actions. This 
Defender being willing to ſay ſomething for 
the Biſhop's harmleſs Miſtake, and yet hav- 
ing nothing to ſay, he *cites a Scrap of 
Greek, which he does not at all underſtand : 

in 
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and Zeno, with his Followers, did not hold | 


re: 
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in which finding the Word (e n Fate, 
he imagines it to fayour that Miſtake, By 
if he wou'd know what (xd «uapuern) by 
Fate means, he may learn from Chalc;dins Wii! 
Comment on Plato's Timaus, and from Nea. 
meſius de Fato ; if he cannot find it out from 
reading the Stoical Writings themſelves, 
Fate («pappem) is one thing, and Force (2a) 
and Neceſſity (& va ſun) a very different thing 
with the Stoics, and which they carefully 
diſtinguiſh'd. This it is to cite Books at 
Random; but it is like our Defender, What 
he preſently ſays, 2 he believes the ruth. 
that the Stoics were the firſt Advancer. of. he 
Doctrine of Fate, ſhews only, that in old 
Philoſophy as well as in Divinity, he believes MP 
he knows not what. The Philoſophers Leu- an 
cippus, d Demucritus, Empedocles, the Found- 
ers of the Epicurean or Atomical Syſtem, and 
Heraclitus, held the Doctrine of Fate in the WMS 
Senſe of Neceſſity, two hundred Years before N 
the time of Zens Founder of the Stoical Set: þ | 
this Doctrine, but taught that human Acti- 
ons were the Effect of © Choice and Freedom 
of Will. Thope this Defender will take care 

| here- 
a P. 18. v Cic. lib. de Fate. 6,2] 


e Zeno the Father of the Stairs (as Cicero calls him) in his Let- 
ter to King Antigonus, tells him, it is manifeſt that you are Dt 
% not only by Nature inc/in'd to Greatneſs of Mind, but by 
« Choice allo.” Again; that which is Good, is eligible in 
«« itſelf, as being that which is moſt. worthy to be choſen.” | 

®aueegs & & over QUIH ers ev Weiay KA, AM Hy De © 
QPLTEH ate*mv 5 (71 a1490;) on TurTy bv wt = 2 
«v7 aipeie. apud. Diog. Laert. /1b. 7. p. 370 —f. 4236. 
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reafter to read and think a little upon ths 


4% Books, before he writes upon no better 
BuMuthority than a modern Engliſh Sermon, 

All that follows to Page 26, is not rea- 
iu Ining againſt me, but only againſt the 
Ne. Pantom of his own Brain, and is built up- 
rom his groſs Miſrepreſentation of the Queſti- 
ves. in Debate, as I obſerv'd in the begin- 
340 gz as if 1 had argued that Reaſon was 
ing eient, ſo as to exclude or ſuperſede the 
Aly. > of Revelation; : or as if I had deny'd 
ati hat indeed I pleaded for) the Benefits of 
harWcal'd Religion above mere Reaſon. I 
„Il not therefore miſpend the Reader's 
he ne in a farther Reply to that which is not 


the purpoſe ; only I may obſerve that he 


eu- nity i» Faf hath had, and now has 
ad- Wongft its Profeſſors ; I wiſh all that he 
nd Ws were true in this reſpect; but he has 


got what ſad Corruptions and Impieties 


ore Nve been introduc'd into Chriſtianity, and 
: ſtill maintain d by Papiſis; what wicked 
51d Mactices and Errors are d encourag'd, ſpread, 


prevail, by. their Doctrines, their Advi- 
and their Example. Neither do I think 
It all the primitive Chriſtians were Sainte 
tad Cyprian's Epiſtles) or that the reform'd | 
riſtians of this Nation are ſo much re- 
m'd as they ought to be. I grant the 
perior Perfection and Excellency of Reve- 
ion to Reaſon, and allow (as much as the 
—_ 
. 19. 


much magnifies the Effects which Chri- 
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fender means by ſaying (Page 16.) that thi 


Comment there is more of the Bear than 


for the ſake of the very f Defenders, in who 


[ 32 ] 
Biſhop or any one can) that Reaſon and Ri 


velation together tend to produce better E 
fects than Reaſon alone: But what this D. 


have better Efe&# than Reaſon can have, 
indeed ought to have, I underſtand not; an 
deſire him to explain at leiſure, the Mea 
ing of the Expreſſion ought to have; and 
ſhew that good Efect which Reaſon ought n| 
to have, or which is to good for Reaſon | 
produce. Poor Reaſon How do Men, 
want of being acquainted with thee, vili 
and deſpiſe thee? 

In Anſwer to his pert Queſtion; © e H 
* the Author never read Gen?ſfs : py I rep 
“ as pertly, Yes, I have; and allo ve 
lately I have read a very inſufficient Comme 
upon ſome of the Texts of it, in Anſwer t 
Chriſtianity as old as the Creation; in whid 


the Scholar, I am afraid that ſuch D 
fenders of Chriſtianity will make, inſtead ( 
Converts, Chriſtianity to be more deſpis| 


they find ſo little of the Spirit of it. . 

As an Evidence what a low Notion ti 
Heathens had of future Happineſs, s hen 
fers to a poetical Fiction in Homer. B 
had he read Plato, Twlly, Marcus Antonin 
&c. he might have ſeen that the Heathe 
had a better Notion of it; than, T imagine 
is to be found amongſt vulgar Chriſtians: 


P. 25. Non Defenſoribus iſtis=— Tempus eget. 8 P. 1 


Þ | 
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18M In anſwer to what Þ.obſery'd: concerning 
er EI the Knowledge which Heathens had by the 
is DLight of Nature of a future State of Re- 
the warde and Puniſhmenta, the Defender ſays, 
© h Human Reaſon could not of itſelf cer. 


2 | f — 2 0 | : 
5 B « tainly. diſcover a future State, or fix a 
Leal firm and conſtant Belief of it in the 


4 Minds of the wiſeſt Aal mat nqying 


15 ol Heathens The Belief which the Hea- 
„n thens had of future Happineſs and Miſe- 
\ ry was not, as our Author ſays, tHe Fun- 
vili ction of the Law , Nuture. —— And what 


he adds with reſpect to its Influence he 
learn d from his Catechiſm, and vainly 
imagines it was known to every Pagan.” - 


rep | E 
ve reply, eee en eee 
ver Hauch as one Voucher for What he here aſ- 


erts; and I have ſhewn his bare Word to 
e ſo fallacious, as not to be depended on at 
Hl. I produced ſeveral expreſs Teſtimonies 


Fry | the Heathens Knowledge in Fa#.of a fu- 
ſpid Ire State, and.of their rm Belief of it, 
„hol nich this Writer ought to have confider'd | 


ad reply 'd to, if he was able. I have ad- 
Ned ſeveral other Teſtimonies in the Reply 


ne i the Pla for divine Revelation: one 

z which (not to be tedious) I have 
„in rown into the Margin, which ſhews that 
hel ey thought future Rewards and Puniſh. 
ins. eie 46 7 E 0 2 ments 


L 841 

ments were hangs Sand ian of the Low of Nas 
fue ke I ae dviaw anhelnom t 
4. This Fen allows 1 have not forgas 
my Catechiſm; - I wiſh; :cou'd return his 
Compliment; but hehas either fargot his, 
or elle it has little Effect upon him: He 
was there taught! to keep! his Tongus from 
evil-ſpeaking, and :/fantering ;; which; had 
he-obſery'd, wou'd have prevented his wri-| 
eiu rde Pain phie 516111 15 td anions, * 
3. If this Defender had read the Pagan 
Wiitings, he might / have ſeen that I did 
not -over-magnify their Knowledge at all. 
As a” fature State is ſtrictly demonſtrable 
from Reaſon; ſo the wiſeſt Heathens al- 
ways belie vd and taught it. But what can 
2 ſay to a Man who will only prove every 
thing by his own dogmatical- Aſſertions, 
ithout the leaſt Proof; and with uncom- 
mon Aſſurance contradict what he knows 
nothing of; and without Knowing! what 
the Heathens taught, boldly aſſeit that 
they taught not Wat all —— Men know 
they did teach; amt whar, from-numeroud 
plain Teſtimonies, :I-have ſhewn was their 
concurrent Doctrine? I muſt tell this Wris 
ter; that amongſt, ſo many big Words, l 
ought to have a little Learning. And let 
me, in my Turn, ask him, Hasthe read 
Plata, Murcus Antoninat, Epictetus, Seneca 
Cicero, 


* Mihi pro vero eonftat omgium mortalhwm vita divin 
numine in viſi; neq; bonum neq; malum facinus cujuſq; pre 
nihilo haberi, ſed ex Natura diverſa præmia bonos malo Þ ſe 

qui. Salaſt. ad Caf. Orat. 2. in fine. 


C 35 1 


Na. 
I's icero, &c.? Did he ever ſee the ahove⸗citbd 
* paſſage of Salut before? Nay, has hie ver 


arefully read” Clemens Alarandrinuss Whot 
alone might ſatisfy him that I have fairy 


He Ind” truly repreſented) the Doctrine of the 
22 4 iſeſt Heathens. If he has read theſe aud 
had ther old Books, he ought to know better 


an to talks he has done; if he has not, I 
leſire he will talk no more without Bool, 
nd inſtead of Argument and Proof, gi ve 
ne WO but Jordi, and abuſive Words 
00. 32. 2091407 ee ini 
All that follows to Page 34, is nothing 
but a (ποιm¹ν,”ʃp) Skirmiſh in the Dark with 
o Body knows who; the (+9-mpwr 4696) 
rſt gtand Error about the Point in queſti- 
n reaſſum'd and purſued: Only I muſt 
ake notice that he ſays (Page 32.) Adam 

had a new Rule of Life ſuperadded to his 
Keaſon in the State of Innocence and Per- 
fection. Was his Reaſon ſufficient with- 
out it, why then was it given him?“ 
Methinks he ſhou'd have quoted Chapter 
nd Verſe for fo extraordinary an Aſſertion, 
hich is too' conſiderable to be taken upon 
lis Word. A new Rule of Life ſuperadded 
o Reaſon in a State of Perfection, is the 
ame as a ge Rule of Life added to a perfe# 
Rule *. which is ſuch a ſtaring Abſur- 
lity for any one to affirm, that I ſhou'd 
hink no Writer capable of it but one wh 
das all his Life long been defending not nothing 
put Abſurdities and Contradictions. 1 

c 1 pole 


Compliment; but he has either forgot his, 


[ 34 ) 
ments were the 1 wy thy hank ef! Na- 
e K. #9513, 119181 

K. This 3 allows ae not Wige 
my Catechiſm ; I wiſn I coud return his 


or elſe it has little Effect upon him: He 
was there taught to keep his Tongue from þ 
euiliſpeuking, and ſundering; which, had 
he obſerv'd, wou'd- have d N = wri- 

ug this Pamphlet. L S1ML | 
3. If this Defender had RY the Pans 
Writings, he might have ſeen that I did} 
not over-magnify their Knowledge at all. 
As a” future State is ſtrictly demonſtrable 
from Reaſon; ſo the wiſeſt Heathens al- 
ways believ'd and taught it. But what can 
one ſay to a Man who will only prove every 
thing by his own dogmatical Aſſertions, 
without the leaſt Proof; and with uncom- 
mon Aſſurance contradict what he knows 
nothing of; and without knowing what 
the Heathens taught, boldly aſſert thatf 
they taught not whatall learned Men know 
they did teach; and what, from numerous 
plain Teſtimonics, J have ſhewn was: their 
concurrent Doctrine? J muſt tell this WI. 
ter, that amongſt. ſo many big Words, Il 
ought to have a little Learning. And let 
me, in my Turn, ask him, Has he read 
Plato, Marcus Antoninus, Epicteius, Seneca 
Cicero, 


* Mihi pro vero eonſtat omnium mortalhwm vitam divine 
numine inviſi; neq; bonum neg; malum facinus cujuſq; pra 
nihilo haberi, ſed ex Natura diverſa præmia bonos malo Þ & 
qui. Sa/z/t. ad Cæſ. Orat. 2. in fine. 
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 {Wicero, &c.? Did he ever ſee the ahove⸗cited 
* aſſage of Sali before? Nay, has hie ever 
his arefülly read Clemens | Alexandrinus?. Who 
Nis, lone might ſatisfy him that I have fairly 
F Ind truly repreſented) the Doctrine of the 
en Aviſeſt Heathens. If he has read theſe and 
had her old Books, he ought to know better 
Wi- nan to talk às he has done; if he has not, I 
| leſire he will talk no more without Book, 
nd inſtead of Argument and Proof, give 
ne Boch but ey and abukive Words 
OO, 
All that follows to Page 34, is nothing 
but a (wu H Skirmiſh in the Dark with 
o Body knows who; the ( mpory $69) 
rſt grand Error about the Point in queſti- 
dn reafſum'd and purſued: Only I muſt 
ake notice that he ſays (Page 32.) © Adam 
had a new Rule of Life ſuperadded to his 
© Reaſon in the State of Innocence and Per- 
fection. Was his Reaſon ſufficient with- 
out it, why then was it given him?” 
Methinks he ſhou'd have quoted Chapter 
nd Verſe for fo extraordinary an Aſſertion, 
hich is too conſiderable to be taken upon 
is Word. A new Rule of Life ſuperadded 
o Reaſon in a State of Perfection, is the 
ame as a new Rule of Life added to a per fed 
Rule of Life ; _— is — a ſtaring Abſur- 
lity for any one to affirm, that I ſhou'd 
hink no Writer capable of it but one who 
as all his Life long been defending nothing 
put Abſurdities and Contradictions. I ſup- 
2 2 poſe 
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poſe our Defender means to refer to God's 
primitive Direction to Adam about the Mat- 
ter of his Food: as if he thought, directly 
contrary to the Apoſtle, (Rom. xiv. 17.) that 
the: Kingdom of God, or true Religion, con- 
— in Meat and Drink, and not in Rig hte. 
neſi, and Peace, and Joy in the Holy Ghoſt. | 
If Adam's Reaſon was verſes with reſpect to 
the Knowledge of God, and of the Difference 
of moral Good and Evil, he cou'd need no 
neu Rule to be ſuperadded in Matters of 
Religion. God might conſiſtently with the 
Sufficiency of Reaſon in Religion, lay a Poſe 
zive Injunction upon Man to try his. Qbedi- 
ence; but to call a poſitive Precept a #ew.| 

Rule of Life, and to argue from that which 
could not be known or obligatory without 
Revelation, or the Inſufficiency of Reaſon to 
guide him in Matters merely of Religion 
and Morality, which were known by it, 
and might be perfectly perform'd without 
Revelation, is not only a mew Way of talk- 
ing and Argument, but ſuch a ee 
Way, as needs no. Confutation. 
I ſhou'd next conſider what this Defender | 
has objected againſt my Proof from ſeveral 
Paſſages of Scripture for the Swufficiency of 
Reaſon in Religion; but on this Head am 
he talks quite out of the way, imagining I 
maintain the Sufficiency of Reaſon in!“ ſuch 
a Senſe as to ſupercede the L/ of Scri- 
A pture.“ * thoſe Texts being fully 
diſcuſs'd | 


Fa 


IP. $4 | 


Bo 


d's, ſcuſsd in the Anſwer to the Plea for di- 
at - Ine Revelation, it is needleſs to add any 
tly Wing here; only it may be proper to ob- 
rat Wrye the particular Abſurdities of this De- 


Wn to writing Senſe or Reaſon, He ſays up- 


off. the Text (Add. x. 34, 35.) „ that Corne- 
to ius was accepted, not by making the 
ce beſt Uſe of the Light he had, but by be- 
no ing introduc d into the Goſpel- Covenant 


by Baptiſm.“ But, on the contrary, St. 


nd his Alms were that which immediately 
nder d him accepted of God; on which ac- 


unt he ſays, that in every (Heathen) Na- 
ch Von, he that feareth God, and worketh Rig b. 
ut Non ſueſe, is accepted with him. Did the A- 
to oſtle mean that every pious and virtuous 
on leathen was accepted by being introduc'd in- 
it, WW the Go/pel-Covenant by Baptiſm? If Cornea 
ut WW was accepted. before he was 'baptiz'd; 
k- {Wow was he accepted merely by being bap- 
us zd? And that he was azcepre# before he 


came a Chriſtian,” this Defender, in flat 
Lontradiction to himſelf, admits; for he 
ays, © ® Cornelius was admitted into the 


nder, who ſeems to have a ſtrange Ayer» 


eter evidently ſuppoſes that bis Pra vers 6 


7 
* 2 


of Goſpel, after he is ſaid to be accepted.. 
io f he was accepted before his Admiſſion into 
I he Goſpel, I wou'd gladly knou, by what 

ch cans, if not on account of his being à pi- 

i- us and good Man, and making the. beſt 72 
ly the Light he had, And no abt upon 
'd | the 


=p, 35. | n bid. 


38 
the ſame account every other Heathen may 
and will be accepted for his ſincere Piety and 
Works of Righteouſneſs, tho' he has no Op 
pPortunity of knowing or r being admitted i 
to the Goſpel. 37 85 
In the next Paſſage, Rom. ii. 10. 1 f find 
nothing but what is obviated in the Rep 
to the Plea for divine Revelation : as neitheſ 
in the following, Heb; xi. 6; only that he 
ſays that in this Place the Apoftle “ o hint 
| © nothing at all of natural Religion. And 
yet the Apoſtle's Words are general and 
without Limitation. He (whoſoever he is 
that cometh to God, as a Worſhipper of him} 
muſ} believe, &c. Surely this includes all the 
orſhippers of God, whether under Reve 
lation or natural Religion. And the Apo- 
ſtle mentions one Inſtance of a Gentile, ver 
| 31. which he wou'd not have done, had he 
meant only to ſpeak of the Faith of thoſe 
who liv'd under a reveald Law. And in 
Truth all the Patriarchs, as Enoch, Noah 
Abraham, &c. who liv'd before the Mo ofaic: 1 
Revelation, were properly under no othe 
Law than that of natural Religion, tho 


God | vouchſafed them ſome. particular Re- N 
velations, as he might probably do to other #1 
/ Gentiles : But theſe particular Revelations 
only reſpe&ed extraordinary Caſes; and it 2 
| is very fallacious to argue from them, that h 
* natural Religion, which was the ordinary 90 
13 Rule of Life, was not ſufficient of itſelf 0 | 


+ / 
* * P. 37. 


F 
ide Men to Virtue and Happineſs. . It is 


e ſame Fallacy, as to argue that, "becauſe: | 
od hath granted, or may grant to parti- 


zordinary Revelation, therefore the ſtand» | 
g Goſpel- Revelation is not ſufficient; and 
ask, with this Author, (Page 32, 33.) If 
the Goſ pel- Revelation was ſufficient with- 
out it, why then was it given?“ The 
Anſwer to all ſuch fallacious arguing is, 
at as natural Reaſon did never exclude the 
vine Providence from making any parti- 
lar Revelation that God ſhould ſee fit, 

o' in the ordinary Conduct of Life it was 
ſufficient Guide to all who honeſtly, and 
ith their beſt Endeayours made ule of it 
the Worſhip of God, and doing his Will 
ade known by it; 0 neither does any 
anding Revelation, even that of Chriſtia- 
ity itlelf, exclude: the divine Providence 
om making farther Revelations in any 
articular or extraordinary Caſes, which God 
his Wiſdom and Goodneſs may ſee fit to 
oyide for by them; but yet the ſtanding | 
oſpel-Revelation is ſufficient, as a general 


rely obey the Precepts of it to final Hap- 
neſs and Salvation. And as in the natu- 
al State, a particular Revelation only ſhew- 
d that Reaſon (which is not omniſcient) 
vas not ſuffcient in that particular Caſe in 
hich it was given; ſo in the, Chriſtian 
tate, a particular Reyelation can only ſhew 


— 


lar Chriſtians, in particular Caſes, an ex- 


ule and Guide, to conduct all who ſin- 


' Bug. 


. "CJ 
that the Goſpel was not ſufficient'in that pat 
ticular Caſe in which it was given likewiſe, 
Let this: Defender ſhew, as he pretend 

that St. Paul any where teaches the v I 
kiency of the Law of Nature: He may per 
haps mess that the Apoſtle taught the Ii 
fieiency of the Levitical Sacrifices' and Rite ; 
to juſtify and ſave Men; and that is all. Lal 

him ſnew that the Law of Nature was no 
L ſalſicient to convey to Men God's Pardon an 
Acceptance; i. e. let him ſhew that St. Ya 
bas any where taught, contrary to St. Perei 
that in every (Heathen) Nation, he that fear 
eth God, aud worketh 'Righteouſneſs, 3s nol 
accepted with him. N ay, let him ſhew tha 
St. Paul has taught, contrary to St. Paul 
that God will not 7 Glory, Honour, ani 
| Peace to every one that worketh Good, to th 
: 2 , and alſo to the Gentile; (Rom. ii 
that the Doers of the Law ſball not b. 

Ju ; and that the Gentiles, who by Ne 
| ture do the Things contain d in the Law,-ſhall 
not be ercued and rewarded at the Day olf 
Judgment, when God, ' without: veſbec of ff 
leo” we # ill Fender to every Man according 
i Deeds; (Rom. xi. f, 13, 14, 1.) Hal 
this Defender never a Bible by him ? If hel 
has, Why does he not produce-it, and ſhew 
St. Pauls Doctrine from St. Paul's Words! 
This wou'd be more ſatisfactory, than tcl 
ling me that ſuch an one has prov'd for him 
what. he” Hagen to be, but cannot prove 
COINS 17 3, $2300 
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to be St. Pauls Doctrine; ; and that if TI will 
take his Word for it, I may become a 
„ much better. Divine, and much better 
© Chriſtian, than I appear to be at preſent.” 
Fro which I ſhall only reply, that if he had 
ziven any Inſtance of his Knowledge in Di- 
rinity by any one good Comment on any 
Paſſage of Scripture that wanted Explana- 
ion, or of his Chriſtian Charity in any of 
paul is controverſial Writings, he might with a 
detter Grace have given himſelf this Air: 
ad I think that if he had ſome of that | 
eaiben Knowledge which he, in Contempt, 1 DE 7 
alls corrupt Reaſon, and ſome of thoſe Hea- We 
hen Virtues, which, in a like Contempt, he E 
tiles Pagan Darkneſs, he wou'd be both a 
jetter Scholar, and a better Man, than he 
ppears to be at preſent. | 
His next Pretence (to ſet aſide my Argu- 
Vent from Gen. i. 27. Eccleſ. vii. 29.) is, 
that tho' Man was made upright; and in the 
ge of God, yet his rational moral Facul- 
„es reſembling the Perfections of his Crea- 
Wor, were not ſufficient to teach him what 
"Fc ought to do in order to pleaſe God, and 
ttain Happineſs, which was the. End of 
is Creation. He denies that Man con'd* 
ulfil the Duties, and attain the End of his 
reation, without a reveal'd Law; for this 
git Reaſon, becauſe he cou'd not know 
42 hat it was God's Will that he ſhou'd not 
„nt of the forbidden Fruit, without Revela- 
: F tion, 


*F. $0: | 1 Ibid. t 7. 40. 


„„ 
tion. Did not the Duty of Man conſiſt in 
living godly, righteouſly, and ſoberly? Was 
not this, and the Happineſs naturally, or 
by God's Appointment conſequent to it, 
the End ſor which he was created? And was 
not his Reaſon ſufficient for theſe Duties, 
which are the Sum of Religion and Morali- 
ty? If God had not thought fit to try Man's| 
Obedience by any poſitive Injunction, wou d 
not his perſevering Obedience to the Laws 
of natural Reaſon alone, been the fulfilling 
of his Duty, and have brought him to that 
Happineſs which was the End of his Crea- 
tion? The Obſervance of a thouſand poſi- 
tive Injunctions, is only a Teſtimony, in Tof 
many particular Inſtances, of that uni verſal 
Obedience which Reaſon tells Man he owes| 
to whatever he ſhall know to be the Will} 
of God. Reaſon therefore, which acquaints| 
every Man that he ought to obey all the 
Commandments of God, howſoever made 
known to him, whether by the Light o 
Nature or Revelation, cannot but be ſuffi- 
cient to enable him to do his Duty, and 
attain the End of his Creation; and no 
Revelation can otherwiſe render it more 
ſufficient than it is by Nature, but only'by 
ſetting the Rules of it in a clear and unex- 
ceptionable Light, adequate to the Capaci- 
tics of all Men, and ſtrengthening the Obli- 
gation of it by particular Promiſes, and 
more powerful Motives, than mere Reaſon, 
in a corrupted State, cou'd propole; — 


A], oo 


10 ight Reaſon, or true Religion, more ectual, 
2 Worſtant, univerſal, and perſevering, than mere 

NAS | g ap , | "IK 

1 natural Reaſon wou'd do; ſo far Revelation 
29 


an Improvement of natural Religion, and, 
ogether with the Light of Reaſon, is a bet- 
r Guide than Reaſon alone; and by tend- 


han meer Reaſon, tends to advance them 
pd higher Degrees of Happineſs ſuitable to 
eir Virtue. And in this I take the Ex- 
ellency and Perfection of Chriſtianity to 


Wnſiſt. - 


ar as theſe Promiſes and Motives tend to 
ender Man's Obedience to the Laws of 


g to make Men more virtuous and go 


** He puts it upon the Author of the Plea, 5 
* at he has allow'd that ſupernatural 
77 Light was neceſſary to lead Men again 


into the Paths of that Reaſon which they 
had darken'd and forſaken through their 
wilful Sins.” But the Author of the Rlea 


ic not ſo inconſiſtent as this comes to; nei- 
5 her has he ſaid any ſuch thing. All that 
— c ſays of the Neceſſity of a ſupernatural 


Light is, that it was neceſſary only os 


bi g Men (when they did not deſerve ſo ex- 
"/WMraordinary a Guide) the ſupernatural Light 
relation, &c. God had done all that was 


ice of -his providential moral Government 


e Men, in affording them the Light of 
© Reaſon, which is his natural reyeal'd Law, 
Fs Res” Bos © N 


E. 


e great Mercy and Goodneſs of God in afford 


eceſſary to vindicate the Wiſdom and Ju- 


0 
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to direct them in the Knowledge of his Will; 
and to enable them to perform all that he 
requird of them in their Circumſtances, 
This Reaſon therefore was ſaſſicient; other- 
wiſe the Juſtice and Goodneſs of divine Pro- 
vidence muſt have fail d. But as Men ge- 
nerally neglected the Rules of Reaſon, andi 
corrapted and abus'd the Light of it, it was 
extraordinary Goodneſs and Mercy in God 
t afford them the ſupernatural Revelation 

of his Will; the Light and Motives of 
which being added to the natural Evidence| 
and Obligation of Reaſon, were together in 
themſelves more powerful and effectual to 
reform Men's Faith-and Manners, than Rea- 
fon alone in a State of great and general pc 
Corruption. For this Purpoſe, i. e. to diſ- 
play God's Goodneſs in affording Men Means 
of rendering Obedience to the Laws of Na- ¶ Re 
ture and Reaſon more ectual, the ſuperua-· ¶ Re 
tural Light of Revelation was necgſſary; be- 
cauſe, tho' Reaſon. alone, as is there ſnewn 
in the "Plea, Was ſufficient to have reform ea 
Men's Manners, yet it was not ſo gedtua wi 
as Revelation tended to make it, by afford. ¶ to 
ing thoſe Means and Motives of Obedience all 

which Reaſon cou'd not propoſe. There- M 
fore admitting that Chriſtianity is more ſuffi- 
cient than Reaſon, it does not follow thence 
(as this Defender * argues) that Reaſon is 
inſufficient ; this is plainly abſurd; but it 
follows that Reaſon is leſs ſufficient, i. e. con- 
VP tains 


w Plea, p. 7. * P. 43. 
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ains in it leſs ¶ectual Motives than Reve- 


ill 
he ation. And his adding © at this Rate the 
ces. + Reaſon of every Idiot or Lunatic is ſuffici= 
ver- + cient ;” is Couſin-German to faying that 
ro- Ine Reaſon of every one who is deſtitute of 
ge· Necaſon is ſufficient. But the Truth is this, 
and What natural Reaſon was always ſufficient. to 


W-uide every rational moral Agent to Virtue 
ind Happineſs; and yet as ſome Men's Rea- 
on might be ſuperior to, and more perfect 
han others, ſo their Virtue and Happineſs 
proceeding from a Tight Uſe of it, might be 
greater likewiſe: And as Chriſtianity tends 
o improve Reaſon by the Purity of its 


WDotrine, and the Motives to Holineſs pro- 
ralpos'd in it, ſo it tends to effect greater De- 


grees of Virtue, and thereby to advance 
Nen to greater Degrees of Happineſs, than 
Reaſon alone, without the Advantages of 
Revelation, tended to do. But to ſay that 
atural Reaſon was therefore inſufficient to 
guide Men to. Virtue and "Happineſs, be- 
cauſe not ſufficient to promote them equally 
with the Goſpel; is the ſame Abſurdity as 
ſay, that fome Men have no Reaſon at 
all, becauſe not equal to the Reaſon of other 
re- Men of greater Capacities and Abilities; or 
F. that Chriſtianity is not ſufficient to make all 
ice the ſincere Profeſſors of it happy, becauſe all 
is have not an equal Knowledge of it, or pra- 
it tile the Rules of it in equal Perfection. 
n- The Error of this Writer lies in his not 
ins ſeeing that the Sufficiency of Reaſon to Vir- 
HON 4 1 tue 


\ 


. 
tue and Happineſs, is conſiſtent with diffe- 
rent Degrees of Virtue and Happineſs, But 
to ſuppoſe Revelation to be abſolutely ne 
cefſary to enable Men to attain to Virtue 
and Happineſs, is, as I argued, to make 
Revelation geceſſury at all times equally, and 
as ſoon as ever Reaſon ceaſed. to be a ſufficient 
Guide in Matters of Religion; neceſſary to 
vindicate the Juſtice and: Goodneſs of his 
Providence: and the moral Government of 
God over Men who have no other Guide 
but natural Reaſon, muſt ceaſe, if their na- 
tural Reaſon is not a ſufficient moral Guide. 
This Doctrine I take to be equally plain 
and certain as the. moſt manifeſt Demon- 
— 15 0 1 300 
In enumerating ſome Differences among | 
Chriſtians, which equally concern Religion 
with thoſe among Pagans, I mention'd the 
tritheiſtic Hypotheſis of this Writer, and 
call'd it antichriſtian. I thought I might 
take the Liberty to call it ſo, when I knew 
it had been proy'd to be ſo, beyond a Poſſi- 
bility of being diſputed by any one but him 
who will diſpute the firſt Principles of all 
Truth and all Religion. I touch'd him in 
his diſtemper'd Part, and now Bedlam will 
ſcarce contain him. I ſhou'd haye taken no 
notice of his Raying, out of mere Pity, be- 
cauſe I deem him to be an Incurable ; but 
for the Sake of the unprejudic'd Reader, I 
will make a few Remarks on what he ſays, 
which I hope may be ſatisfactory to * . 
ha 
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I had ſaid, the Unity of God is frifly 4 


; # onflrable in Reaſon. This he is fo angry 
ws; „as to tell me,“ Had he ever been con- 
tue verſant among Men of Letters, he might 


have known that they never take one 
another's Word for Demonſtration If 
this Gentleman has any thing of that 
kind to offer, he will oblige us highly, if 
he will be pleas d, the next Time he 
writes, to expoſe it to public View *. 2 2 7 
3 
Ak en this Writer had ever been converlint 
ong Men of Manners, he wou'd have 
rote with more Decency and Good-breed- 
g. Men of the greateſt Learning have 
ong and often conſider'd this Matter, and 
Wave been ſatisfy'd upon the moſt cloſe and 
Wnature Conſideration, that it is ſtrictly de- 
onſtrable. And he knows that he himſelf 
as been challeng'd to join Iſſue in the Trial 
f this Matter; but (with all his Bluſtering 
ere) he durſt not accept the Challenge; nor, 
ſuppoſe, will; unleſs (like a Coward) he 
ppear at a wrong Time and Place, and 
here he thinks his Adverſary will not find 
im; however I will give the Reader a ſhort 
proof of this Point, which I take to be De- 
nonſtration. 


The Idea of God is the Idea of a neceſſa- 
it Wy-cxiſtent Being; which is briefly proy'd 
1 Fhus, (if our Defender ſhould think fit to 


leny it) vis. The Foundation, Ground, or 
Reaſon 
P. 47. P. 48. 


® 4 


Reaſon or Ground of Exiſtence, is the ſam 
as not to exiſt at all. This is by way o 


it is not a Contradiction to ſuppoſe no more 
than one neceflarily-exiftent Being to exiſt 
(or no more than one N * of Exiſtence B. 


5 1 48 ] 
Reaſon of the Exiſtence of God, muſt be e 
ther an abſolute Neceſſity of Nature, or th 
Will of a ſuperior Agent ; but the latter 
evidently abſurd ( becauſe that ſuperior A 
gent only wou'd be God, and not the Bein 
which is allow'd to be God, and whole Un 
ty only we are enquiring aſter) and therefor 
the former (there being no Medium betweerf 
Neceſſit, and Vill) muſt be true. If our De 
fender ſhou'd be ſo. hardy as to deny that 
there is any Ground or Reaſon of the Exiiti 
ence of God, then it will follow (from th 
Suppoſition of there being none) that at lea 
God might not have exiſted, as well as hay 
exiſted, there being no more Reaſon. for 
Exiſtence, than for his Non-exiſtence: na 
it will certainly follow that God cou'd no 
have exiſted at all; for to exiſt without am 


© >= S 
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Preface, to ſecure the neceſſary Exiſtence « 
God; and from that I ſhall begin to demon 
ſtrate the Unity. l ] 


1. God being metelSinihuctaiient; it is! : 
Contradiction in Reaſon to ſuppoſe him not 
to exiſt; juſt as if twa and two are neceſſa 
rily equa to four, it is a Contradiction tc 
ſuppoſe them to be not equal to four: but 


a5 out 


han ane Ae ; for if two or more ſuch 


1 6 


o ſuppoſe one not to ky; 
ff oye, we {ee a plain C 


ion to their neceſſary Exiſtence, and ſo to 


their being God. 
To this Purpoſe an ingenious Author well argues; Ta 
* ſuppoſe the Exiſtence of more than one abſolutely neceſſary, 
Being, when the Reaſon of abſolute Neceſlity is in itſelf un- 
form, and by conſequence not gecgſſary to mere than one; 16 
«to ſuppoſe abſolutely neceſſary Exiſlenee without a neceſſary 
% Reaſon of it; an Abardity no leſs than it would be to ſup- 
*« poſe an Effect without a Cauſe.” Impartial Enquiry into 
the Nature and Exiſtence of God, by S8. C. p. 27. The Argu- 
ment is, I think, more clearly this, That the Reaſon (viz. ab- 
ſolute Neceſlity) of the Exiſtence of an abſolutely neceſſary 
Being, being in itſelf uniform and not neceſſary to more than 
one neceſlarily-exiſtent Being, to ſuppoſe more than one ſuch 
Being, is to ſuppoſe an abſolutely 2 Being to exiſt with · 
out a neceſſary Reafon of jt; which is ? | 


3. A ncbellafity-erittent Being having ris 
Limitation of Exiſtence (for nothing can li 
mit that which is neceſſary in /e abſolutely) 
muſt have an abſolute, uniform Immenſity 
of Exiſtence; but to ſuppoſe #ws or more 
ſuch abſolate, - uniform, immenſe Beings, 
is a plain Contradiction; becauſe it implies 
that each. being uniformly and equally im- 
menſe with the other (as having the ſameſi 
Ground of 1/l;mitedneſs, viz. Neceſſity of Ex- 
iſtence) there is and can be no Difference be- 
tween them; conſequently, that they are 
but one, even whilſt they are ſuppos d ny 1 
or more than one. | 

4. If it be ſaid that chere may poſſibij 4 
be two or more neceſſarily- exiſtent Being 
of different Kinds, this is the very ſame 4 
ſaying that there may poſſibly be two ame 
Things i in Kind of different Kinds; which is 
a Contradiction: for Neceſſity of Exiſtence is 
the moſt ſimple uniform Idea that can be 
gonceiv d, having no conceiveable Diferentel 
or Variety in it; and the very Suppoſition 
of Difference or Variety of: Exiſtence, implicsffi 
the different exiſtent Beings to be derived 
from the Will of ſome external, ſuperiaifi 
Agent, cauſing that Difference or Variety, 
and conſequently that they are not neceſſa- 
rily- exiſting. Neceſſity of Exiſtence there- 
fore being but one, cannot be the Ground of 
the Exiſtence of different Kinds of Beings, 
The ſuppoſing it, is like ſuppoſing two 
Cubes, or two Globes to be of di ferent Forms, 
an d 


[ 5x 3 
ind to have different Properties; or ſuppo- 
ing a rectilinear Triangle, whoſe Angles 
ay be equal to four or ſir right Angles, 
Dur Defender, it may be, will tell me that 
xe can ſuppoſe any thing, tho! ever ſo con 


SY rary to 'the moſt ſelf-evident Truth and 
pry ; if he is in a right Humour, ill: 

mel </ Definition and Axiom in Euclid; but” 
„cold the Reader I intended not any De- 


onſtration for ſuch an incurable Head; ; and 
ereſore I am, to be underſtood, when I ſay 
ch or ſuch a thing can or cannot be Supe 

ed, to mean, that it can or cannot be 
ppos-d without a Contradiction or Abſure 
ty. To proceed then; again, 
8. To ſuppoſe N⏑ or more Fee % 
iſtent Beings different in Kind, is to Ap. 
pſe the neceſſarily-exiſtent Perfections of 
ch Being to be different in Kind, and no 
ze of the neceſſarily- exiſtent Beings to have 
e Perfections which are in the others, as 


*Y ing different in Kind; conſequently tha 
je Bo of theſe ſuppos d Beings is ab durch 
o all fed, being perfect only in its relpective 


Ind, but imperfed in reſpect of the Perfe- 
ons of the other Beings which it wants. 
hence alſo it will fatlow, that one ff ings 
form Neceſſity of Exiſtence, cannot be 

e Ground of ſeveral neceſſarily- exiſtent Be- 
gs different in Kind; but that Neceſſity 
elf muſt be different i in Kind, and ſo there 
uſt be a Ground of the different Neceſſi- 
s; which Ground, and the exiſtent Being, 

6 2 


1 
of which it is the Ground, muſt ſtill be fa. 
perior to the other neceſſarilyexiſtent Be- 

and ſo at laſt muſt be alone the one 
Supreme God, notwithſtanding the ſupposd 
Multitude of neceſſarily- exiſtent Beings. 
If it be ſaid, that one and the ſame Ne. 
ceſſity of Exiſtence may be the Reaſon oi 
Ground of different neceſſarily exiſtent Be 
ings, as well as of different neceſſarily exiſt 
ent Properties in one Being; the Anſwer is 
that different Properties are the Effect, Re- 
ſult, or Conſequence of one Neoeſſity, be 
cauſe they exiſt in, and flow from one and 
the ſame Being or Subſtance, in which thi” 
. Neceſlity itſelf exiſts as the Reaſon or Ground 
of the Exiſtence of the Being or Subſtance 
Jo that the Neceſſity is the Ground or Rea 
on of the Exiſtence of one Being only, tho 
the different Properties of the Being (whict 
are eſſentially inſeparable from it, and con 
ſtitute the Being what it 5s, and ſo are no 
really different from it) are, and cannot b 
be neceſſarily exiſtent, becauſe the Being « 
Subſtance of which they are tial Propei 
ties, is neceſſarily exiſtent. But differenf 
neceſſarily exiſtent Beings (really and actuſ 
ally different in Kind) muſt infer the i 
_ "ternal Neceſſity of their Exiſtence to be dill 
ferent in Kind (as is argued in the Demo 
ſtration;) and it is a Contradiction to ſup 
. one, ſimple, uniform Neceſſity to be thi 
"Reaſon or Ground of ſeveral neceſfarily ei 
iſtent Beings different in Kind, beoauſe it 
7 "78 ſux 


Tat: 
ppoſing the /ame Thing different from'it« 
If; tho', as I have ſnewn, it may be, and 


5 s the Ground of different Properties exiſt» 
posdMng in one and the /ame necoſſa rily- exiſtent 
3 5 ubſtance 'OT Being, | C25 Te? 
ö 6. There cannot be more Gods than ont 


rr this plain Reaſon, becauſe one is ſigfici- 
At 3 the Suffic iency of one deſtroying the Ne- 


ey of Exiſtence, and conſequently the 
/ xiſtence of another ; or that Being catinet 


de God, which is not neceſſarily- exiſtent. 
And to ſay it is neceſſary for more Gadls 
han one to exiſt, is to ſay that one is not 
Hicient. For in what Reſpect ſoever it is 
ſuppos'd neceſſary that more than ane God 
nou'd exiſt, in that Reſpect it muſt be de- 
Wny'd that one God is ſufficient. Therefore 

Ali ſaſficiency, or abſolute Sufficiency, muſt 
iel be deny d to be a Property of God; and yet 
it muſt be a Property of God, becauſe his 
Power, &c. being without Limitation (as 
being neceſſarily- exiſtent) which was proy'd 
under the third Demonſtration, muſt be in- 
Write, and if infinite, all. ſussicient. If it is 
laid that the Power, &c. on the Suppoſition 
of more Gods than one, muſt be ſuppos'd 
to be limited in the Exiſtence of each of 
them by the Power of the others, and in 
this Reſpect is not abſolutely ſufficient or 
all- ſufficient; then it follows that the Power 
of none of: theſe ſuppos'd neceſſarily- exiſtent 
Beings, is the Power of a neceſſarily- exiſtent 
Being, i. e. of God; becauſe it ought to be 
5 1 | | a Power 


[54] 2 
a Dower independent, and without Limitation 
but ſeveral ſuppos'd neceſſarily-cxiſtent Be 
ings equal in her, &c. are none of em 
dependent, ſupreme, omnipotent, &c. becauſe 
not ſo in reſpect of each other; nay, none 
of em have the leaſt Degree of Power, & 
abſclute and independent, every Degree of it 
being limited by every equal Degree of th 
Power, &c. of the other ſuppos'd neceſſarily 


exiſtent Beings. All which being conſider W** 
ed, it demonſtratively follows (ex abſurdo ul 
that it is impoſſible for more than one ne. 
ceſſarily- exiſtent Being, or God, to exiſt; © 
ſince from the very Suppoſition of more 
than one, it follows, as I have ſhewn, that 
there can be none at all, becauſe there can 4 


be, on that Suppoſition, none which hath 
neceſſary Exiſtence and unlimited Perfections; 
and all the Attributes of God, which are 
neceſſarily included in the Idea or ſuppos d 
Exiſtence of God, muſt be deny'd, or elſe 
it muſt be admited that there is and can 
be but one God. „ 3 

7. That Space has a real Exiſtence diſtin& 8 
from Matter, cannot be deny'd by any one 
who will not deny that there are in Nature 
real Dimenſions diſtinct from thoſe of Mat- 
ter. Suppoſing (for it may be ſuppos d 
without a Contradiction) that Matter may 
not exiſt, yet Space, and tlie real Dimenſi- 
ons of it, remain both in Idea and (ad ex- 
tra) externally the lame; and Motion proves 
their actual Exiſtence. The real a 
| | a q 


1 


Space diſtinct from Matter, i is both clear- 


Bel in Idea, and more certain in itſelf, than 
1 e real Exiſtence of Matter; and I take it 


be an evident Contradiction to ſuppoſe 
e Exiſtence of Matter without Space. If 
dace then exifts at all, it is neceſſarily- en- 
ut, and abſolutely immenſe. (this, I be- 
ye, our Defender will not deny) in an 
form manner; and if ſo, whether it be 
ken for a Property or Subſtance (and it 
uſt be one or the other, there being no- 
ing real which is neither Sub/ance nor 


n 

i MF 0/e7ty) it infers a neceſſarily- exiſtent, uni- 
os mly immenſe Being. | But to ſuppoſe | 
hat o fuch uniformly immenſe Beings, is to 
can ppoſe two immenſe, neceſſarily-exiſtent 
ath {WF -cc5, which is an evident Contradiction; 3 


cauſe being uniform and ſimilar, they 
uſt coincide and become one, even whilſt 
> are endeavouring to ſuppoſe them tu 
more. So that the real Exiſtence of Space 
another demonſtrative Argument of the 
Wnity of God, as demonſtrating that Im- 
enſity which is neceſſarily a Property: of 

dd to be poſſibly but one. 
8. There is another Proof of the Unity, T 
ich I think not inconſiderable, and which 
is been hinted before; it is this: Since 
r Minds are ſo fram'd by Nature, that we 
nnot help thinking (when we reflect upon 
e Matter) that one neceſſarily- exiſtent Be- 
g, or God, does really and actually exiſt; 
is unaccountable, and argues a great Ab- 


f „ | ſurdity 


1564 
fardity of Nature, that if more than © 
fuch neceſſarily- exiſtent Being does, or c 
really and actually exiſt, we ſhou'd not ha 
the fame clear Idea of the Neceſſity of ti 
Exiſtence of #wo or more than one, as y 
have of one. and that it ſhow'd not appe 
to us to be the fame Contradiction to ſu 
poſe the Non-exi _ of #20 or more thi 
one, as of one. TARGET, wa 
All my Proofs run @ priori, becauſe 
think it impoſſible to demonſtrate the E 
iſtence (and much more the Unity) of Gt 
as a neceſſarily- exiſtent, infinite Being, 
poſteriori, The Proof a pafferiori, or fro 
the Effect to the Cauſe, goes no farth 
than to demonſtrate that we ourſelves, 
other Things, being plainly dependent, 
and they muſt depend on a prior Cauſe a 
ſuperior Agent which is neceſſarily exiſti 
but whether that prior Cauſe, and ſuper 
neceſſarily exiſting Agent, be God in t 
proper, and philoſophical Senſe, as being i 
-Fmite in Per fections, cannot be directly pr 
ved from the Exiſtence of finite Things, ai 
can only be proved by arguing from his N 
ture and Attributes, i. e. d priori. 
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_ Having done now my Part to oblige tt 
Public, in producing ſuch Proof of the Ui 

ty of God from Reaſon, as I think Dem 
ration, if this Writer has any thing to« 
fer to the Public againſt it, he ſhall be hea 
and reply'd to, provided he will mend! 
Manne 


— 


Re 

n 088112275, and write like a Gentleman, I will 
ext conſider hat our Defender has pro- 
uced againſt the Proof of the Unity, from 
ne whom b he calls a very ingeBious Writer, 
d acute Metaphyſtrian.' Suppoſing that he 
ppeMWocs not here mean himſelf, whom he is 


 thilWriter to be as ingenious and acate. as he 
0 leaſes. He ſays from him, „ © tho” ſeveral 
ule WF independent Beings might poſſibly exiſt, 
Evvet wou'd they be no Gods to us; for they 
Gl wou'd have no manner of relation to us, 
g, nor we any thing to do with them. Since 
fro therefore the ſame Reaſon holds for no 
rt more than oxe ſuch, to ſuppoſe more than 
85 one, is at leaſt aureaſonable,”: If the Sup- 
3 olition of more than eve. independent; 
ag, is really wrea/0nable, or gemrary to Rea- 
tin», then ſurely it is demotiſtnative in Reaſon | 


x abſardo; from the LVuragſouablineſa of the 


1 tWatrary Suppoſition) that there is, and can 
g but one independent Being. This Author 
pi erctore plainly concludes for me againſt 
„rr Defender. But the Reaſon he gives why 


ore than one independent Being (the 
oſſibly exiſting) wou d be u Gods 40 ud, 
ely, becauſe they mou d havei 10, relation 


c t A,, very much wants Proof,” For if (ſup- | 
UWoſe) three independent Beings or | Agents 
mud poſſibly exift, why might they not by 
o Occonomy agree together in the Creation 
.calFnd Government of Men, and fo we have 
nie FFI. © „ roms 
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to us as ſuch. 
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£14 Since the finiſhin ng of theſe Sheets, 1 have perus'd thi 
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an equal Relation to em all, and they t. 
us? 1 ſee no manner of Diffculty i in ſuppo 
Ning this Oeconomy; if the other Suppoſitia 
cou'd' be firſt made. And I ſhow'd/ hay 
wonder'd' of all things (but that Bigotry'i 
in ſenſible of its own Blindneſs) to find ou 
Defender mention this for a Reaſon; becauſ 
it directly condemns his Notion of the 'Tri 
nity, who ſuppoſes three indepenuent Being 
or Agents, to be each diſtinctly and equal! 
God to us, and equally to Wer a Relatio 


2. To this Gentleman Ag, 4 4 he 

ho endeavour to deduce the Unity fron 
Ft Independence or Omni - Evidently pr 
4 ſuppoſe it in their Definition of theſe At 
<./tributes:”-T- reply, they preſuppoſe ne 
thing but that Independence is Independent! 
and not Dependente; andi that Omni poten 
is Omnipotence, and not a limite or finit 
Toer. whereas the Suppoſition of mon 
than one independent omni potent Being, is," 
T'have ſhewn, ſuppoſing that no one 0 
them is independem or omnipotent +31 but! thal 
all the Powers: of each are Timited' by each 
other, and that no one can act at all abſc 
lutely of MRS - een, of the 
other ſuppos d Be an Y + 4437 

80 that — thy nothing in Ge | 
this Gentleman has oblerv'd ou — — xt 
the Unity e. 7 fi 101) 19.462 29706 een 
Sad / ol LA. gap) ts amore bd 


Tranſlation of Archbi; op Ring" s Eſſay on the . of * 


3 [ : 
ol Having, 1 hope, truly-demonſtrated from. 
eaſon, againſt our Defender, the primary, 
ndamental Article of all Religion both a. 
ral and reveal d, viz.” the Unity of God, II 
1 agine it cannot be thought ae, or give 
dau de Reader any diſadvantageous Idea of me, 
Trat I faid, that there cannot ibe //a great a 
WF roof of the Truth of the Scripture, as of the 
M of God From Re ſon; becauſe the latter 
ei demonſtrative, the former is highly credi- 
| from Hiſtory, but not demon ſirative ;. 
d it is plainly ridiculous for this Defender; 
call the Proof from Scripture, which can 
„no more than à Proof in Fat, by the 
Let ame of f Demonſtration... And. 
- What Idea muſt the Reader have of a Man, 
mm | will have it certain and  demonſtrative 
Im Scripture; whoſe Truth is founded on 
iſtory, that there is but one God (by which 
1 amongſt many excellent Notes and Obſervations collected 
"= made by the Editor, I was ſorry to find that he had blemiſh- 
3 0 his Work with the ſcholaſtic Metaphyſics and Divinity of 
chi Defender. But what is to be obſerved here is, the Words 
vediatel) rergig, thoſe of the firſt Paſſage cited by this 


sach ritcr, iz. The Phænomena of Nature lead us up to one 
firſt Cauſe, which is ſufficient for their PrqduQion, and 


bsc therefore none elſe are neceſſary.” To which I add, therefore 
the re is no more than o For a Being which is not wee 


any Production (actual or poflible) of Nature, is a 
t neceſſur for Aion (ad extra) at all; and ſuppoſing it to 
hat ve active o wer (ad extra), yet one being ſufficient for every 
e oduction, and ſuppos'd to have produced whatever was poſ- 
: le, or which a perfectly wiſe Being ſaw it to-be produc'd, 
Nis other has nothing to do, and if it acts, muſt act to no pur- 
ſe; and ſo can on} at beſt be ſuppos'd"to' be an Epicurean 
od, indolent, unactive, uſeleſt: the Suppoſition of whoſe Ex · 
ri ence therefore, as a neceſſarily-exiſtent perfect Being, is a 
„in Abſurdity. 
. 49. 


| /) 
[ / | 
* 


is not certain from Reaſon. He will  proy 


that there is But ons God, So that the Unin 


tainty of it in its Nature, that the Unity ha 


The Reaſon why it affirms it is, no doubt 
rhe ſame as why it teaches. the Dutieg 0 


1] Murder, Adultery, Theft, &&. not as Mat 
Pa ters unknown before, and then only reveal 
ad, but that Men might more cffeQually 
obſerve what was enjoin'd by divine Autho 


the Jews knew and beliey'd before that then 
was but one ſupreme God, ſo this one. Go 


60 
066 he always means three) and yet that this 


Reaſon from Hiſtory, the Scripture. to 
- certainly the. Word: of the exe God, with⸗ 
out allowing it certain from natural Reaſor 


of God, which is a proper and adequate Ob 
ject of Reafon, is only to be certeinly and 
demon/tratively prov'd from Fact, from hiſte 
rical Evidence, which has not half the Cer 


from Reaſon. I ſaid therefore, that the Seri 
pture was founded on the ſuppa d Truth of th 
Unity from Reaſon. Upon which this Wri 
ter ſays, © 8 If 1o, let him tell me, if he can 
« why Scripture fo often affirms that Goꝗ Ni- 
is one.“ A very wiſe Queſtion, indeed Wot 


Fuſtice, Mercy, and Humility, and forbid 


rity. In like manner God declares himſe 
to be the one v, not that the Unity we 
Matter merely of Revelation, but that Mei 
might have a greater Regard to that Las 
which he gave them, who had an unqueſti 
enable Authority as being the one God... A 


s P. 48. F 


_ "FT ew] 
leclaring himſelf,” with ſufficient Evidence, 
o be the Revealer of their Law, deſigned | 
to hereby to excite their Attention to what 

ith. ie ſnou'd enjoin and declare to be his Will, 

nd particularly to engage them to obſerve 
ais Command nat to WP a l Gods 
deſides him the cue God. 15110 
- Let this Defender then, in his Banter: 
epreſent me as one of thafe warm Men who 
an ſquare the Circle, and ſentle the Longitude, 

. I ſhall only reply, that there is a very 
ood Reafon why he ſhon'd never be ſo 
narm as to venture upon difficult Demon- 
rations in Mathematics; tho' he is warm 
ougy to vend ſcholaſtic Jargon for Chri- 
mn and to anſwer all the Texts 
with a few metaphyſical Diſtin- 
ions that have not common Senſe in them: 
and I think I ought to be warm in defend 
ng the great Truths of natural. and reveal'& 


22'S 


ender. on 
It is pretty fab . to talk <> chat che 
6 Bible is much clearer and ſtronger than 
all our Metaphyſics in the Article of the 
0 Unity; when tis well known that his 
Notion of. the-Urity wholly depends on ſcho- 
laſtic Metaphyſics; which have no Relation 
to either Sr ipture or Reaſon, And as to 
my ſeeing le than others,” and wanting their 
Modefty ; I mall tell him, that, however, I 
_ ae plainly that I am attack d by a 
5110 Baur; z 


P. 49. * 4 


Religion, W duch 1 as this Db „ 


a 62 1 
Bear; and that the Word Modeſty, juſt as 
much becomes this Author to Ae as 2 
common Proſtitute to talk of. Vid 
After a Rant or two, which I abe tim 
too well to mind, he tells me, „ it isa 
« moſt certain Truth, that all che antient 
« Churches accounted it Hereſy to make the 
4 Father only the one God; and none but 
« an half-Scholar, or half witted Man, can 
doubt of it, after what has been proy'd 
& both by Biſhop Bull, and, N B. Dr. Wa. 
<« | terland.” If it would not be thought that 
L was too hard upon this Defender, I wou'd 
deſire of him to produce one ſingle Teſtimo- 
ny of ſo much as any one antient Church, 
which accounted it Hereſy to make the Father 
only the one God. © Nay, I wou'd be content» 
ed with one Teſtimony of any one private cas | 
tholic Writer of the three firſt Centuries, to 
this Purpoſe... But what can one ſay to a 
Man that has got ſuch an intolerable Ha- 
bit of Romancing, that there's no taking any 
thing upon his bare Word. The 4ntients 
(as an half-Scholar: may know) always 
plac'd the Unity in the Seſfrorigination, and 
Supremacy of God the Father; Biſhop Bull 
knew it, and has own d it over and over; 
ſo that tis indeed amazing what: this Man 
(ſuppoſing him to have been in his Senſes 
vhen he wrote) cou d mean by an Aſſertion 
ſo contrary to as evident a Truth as can de 


ar from Fadi. No antient Church, or 
catholic 


A P. 51. 
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atholic Writer, ever ſtil'd the Son of God 
he one God, or ever ſerupled to ſay he was 


reated; and it was the concurrent Doctrine 
f Antiquity, without the leaſt Variation, 


War the S was deriv'd by the ill and 
ent Pod- Pleaſure of the Father, ae 
che o him in everything. His Diſtinction of 


he Father's Supremacy in Order and Office, 
rom the. Supremacy of his Nature and God- 
head, has no Foundation any where but in 
holaſtic Jargon; and being firſt invented 
dy the Popiſh Schoolmen, is properly one of 
Fneir Hereſies. To talk of the Supreme 
od having an Office,, is errant Nonſenſe); 
nd his (with the ſcholaſtic) Supremacy; of 
Drder, is only, when explain d, — Ordex 
f placing and naming Words in a Sentence, 
ithout the leaſt real Diſſerence or Ineguali- 

in the Perſons themſelves, with reſpe& 
0 Nature, oer, Authority, + or Worſhip: 
d that the Supremacy is nothing but a 
nere empty Name. One wou'd wonder 
ow a Man can have Aſſurance enough to 
rump up again a Pretence which has been 
Wo often and fully confuted both from Rea- 
Wor, Scripture, and Antiquity; and which 
as no more Evidence in any one of them, 
han the moſt groſs Popiſh'Superſtition has. 
\nd I on that I cou d not but laugh at his 


ention of Dr. Hater land, as I ſuppoſe this 
de riter woud have 2 if he cou d. I 
ill tell this Defender what Dr. Waterland 


1s pipr'd; he has Prue mo a great deal 
* of 


[ 64 ] 
of Writing upon the Subject of the Trinity tl 
that he has not been able to produce am I 
one Text of Scripture, or fo much as on 
antient Teſtimony, during at leaſt thret 
Centuries and an half, for his Opinion: and 
he has proy'd that a Man, after wreſting 
the plaineſt and very numerous Expreſſion 
of Scripture and Antiguity, torturing hit 
Brain, and making his Head giddy with 
ſcholaſtio, metaphyſical Subtleties, Quibble 
and Diſtinctions, which are oppoſite to al 
true Philoſophy, Reaſon, and common Senſe 
may form ſuch. a monſtrous Hy potheſis c 
Chriſtian been e an Heathen' Dei 


wou'd have been /pockd to hear of namely 
the Doctrine of hee, neceſſurily- exi ſſent, in 
dependent, ſupreme. divine Agents. This De 
fender, indeed, in his friendly and charita- 
Ble Stile, tells me, that this is a K malich 
% aus Miſrepreſentation of the catholic, and 
4 our Church's Doctrine, to ſay thus abſo- 
«. lutely, that it aſſerts three ſupreme Por. 


« fon.“ Now I am ſo far from having re- 
preſented any ſuch Thing, that I know that 7e 
neither Scripture, the primitive Church, o lo 
our own Church, teach any ſuch Doctrine P- 
but abhor it; on which account I call'd it Y. 
wretched antichriftian Hypoibeſit, as it truly N 
is: therefore, if this-Writer-ipeaks fincerclyMl un 
herc, let him condemn Dr. Waterland, who kn 
has (tho' falſly) aſſerted this Doctrine to be tit 
che catholic, and our Church's Dottrin. A fr 
I K 107 „ eie £80 90 3Þ you! LOL 
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nity tho we live in an Age wherein, amidſt great 
any Light and Knowledge, thro' Corruption of 
5 Heart and Practice, and the unreaſonable 
hier Bigotry of many Chriſtians, Atheiſin and In- 
| delity ſpread, and haye many Favourers, 
ting yet I hope there are great Numbers both of 
ion Clergy and Laity, who have ſo ſincere and 
hi 2calous a regard to Scripture, and the Faith 
vit eſtabliſh'd upon it, as to renounce whatever 
ſeems to approach to, or to countenance the 
modern Doctrine of Tritheiſm; which is 
plainly contrary, to many of our Church- 
Forms, and is condemn'd by them: and 
„% wherever Scripture, N and natural 
ei Reaſon are regarded, this Writer's Orthodoxy 
in (of which he abuſively wou'd make our 
De Church the Patron) muſt be exploded. 

16-8 His Hand being in at Reviling and Ca- 
10% lumny, he tells me next of my Socinian and 
m 1:/5de! Brethren; and again, of my Malice in 
o meddling with the Remarks on poſitive and 
er- moral Precepts. 

| As if my writing in Defenſe of natural and 
hat reveal'd Religion, which has been the zea- 
lous and earneſt Buſineſs of my Life, was 
proſtituting my Pen to the Cauſè of Infideli- 
ti. If this Defender does not write with 
Malice, (tho' God forbid that I ſhou'd be 


yl uncharitable towards him) it is not eaſy to 
ho know with what * he writes: the Spi- 
be rit of Reaſon, Truth, and Learning, is far 


from him: and nothing « can be more ridicu- 
onus * than the W of Socinian; 
be- 
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becauſe the Notion of the Sorinians coincides 
with theirs who hold the Father, Son, and 
Spirit, to be one individual Being, or intelli- 
gent Agent; and which is one main Branch 
of modern Orthodoxy, as Tritheiſm is another, 
And as to the Diſpute about poſitive and 
moral Precepts, I charg'd the Remarker with 
nothing but what he had done, vi. that he 
made a prepoſterous Diſtinction of moral Vir. 
tue, and Chriſtian Perfection as plac'd in 
poſitive Inſtitutions, and which he prefer 
before the other, which is of eternal and im. 
mutable | Obligation. To which Charge this 
Writer makes no Defenſe. However, I ſhall 
leave the Management of that Diſpute with 
the Remarker, in the Hands wherein it is; 
and as I am fatisfy'd his Antagoniſt is able 
to deal with him, fo I hope, that by a 
through-Confutation, he wi either make 
him a reaſonable Man by Conviction, or 
weary of maintaining ſo bad à Cauſe, vy 
letting the World ſee that he is confuted. 

I come now to his Conclufion: In which, 
after a great many /currilous and calummions 
Reproaches, he tells me n it was my be- 
* Joya Arianiſm which led me to do this 
& Job for the Infidels.” If I have fery'd the 
Infidels (which'I ſhall always be ready to A 
in a Chriſtian and charitable Office) it is, 1 
hope, by ſhewing them the way to Chriſtia- 
nity as a reaſonable Religion; that it is a- 
grecable to the beſt riatutal Reaſon, : and 

; {12 EQ) derbe 
1 See the Appendix at the . ud / ihis Treatiſe. * P. 58. 
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[es built on the immoyeable Foundation of 
nd true Deiſm, or natural Religion. But I will 
Ni teu this Defender, what I think no Secret, 
ich that ſuch Believers as he are greater Ene- 
©": nies to true Religion and Chriſtianity, than 
nd nere Infidels in reſpect of Chriſtianity only 
ith are; and that ſuch Writers as he, do more 
he arm to the Chriſtian Religion than Tu fide- 
ir. ity can do; and I am afraid that his Do- 
in Wirines and Manner of detending them, can- 
ho: ot fail of inereaſing the Number of Infi- 
- ics. 
nie He next tells me of my Preſumption in 
allfhriting © © to a Prelate eminent for his great 
th * Endowments, to a Perſon vaſtly ſuperior 
1g to me in Learning, &c.“ But what is this 
lego the Purpoſe? And how comes this De- 
ender, who is, as far as appears, ſo little 
ble to judge in Matters of Learning, to 
cnow 10 all mine and the Biſhop's Abili- 
ies, as to compare them thus together? I 
ever queſtion'd the Biſhop's Abilities, and 
ill own them to be as much ſuperior to 
ine as he pleaſes; but yet I cannot but 


e hink, that the Encomium of this mean 
11s latterer, is no more a Credit to the Biſhop, 
" han his Calumny is a Diſcredit to me. 1 
10 


cally believe ( which is a better Compli- 
1 ent than he hath paſs d upon the Biſhop) 
a hat his Lordſhip meant well in his Paſtoral 
Letter to the Cauſe of Chriſtianity; but as 
e is n miſtaken i in one Part of it (and 

2 - 200 
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with a Biſhop, I have an equal Right to be 


and Judgment, than to be pleas'd with, or 


; ww 1 
ti um paruerint, fine ulla dubitatione ſanentur. Ft profecto A 


[ 68-] 
it wou'd be no Compliment to ſay he is not 
fallibl:) J had as good a Right as any Man 
to take notice of his Error, and to confute 
it. I think alſo, that in debating a Matter 


treated (as I treat him) with Decency ; and 
am of Opinion (tho' the Flattery of ſuch a 
Defender may make the Biſhop's real Merit 
ſuſpected) that his Lordſhip has more Senſe 


to countenance ſo baſe and vile a Libel as 
this Author has written in his Defenſe. 
His laſt Obſervation is upon a Paſſage oil 
Tully, which Io produc'd to ſhew his Lord r 
ſhip's Miſtake, in thinking that great Maſte 
of Reaſon had declar'd for the Inſufficiency of 
Reaſon to enable Men to attain to Virtue 
The Paſſage is ſo clear and expreſs, tha 
this Defender is afraid to bring it inte 
Light, and to enter into an Argument up 
on it: yet he puts ap Query, Whethe 
0 Tully thought that the Culture of Philo 
« ſophy wou'd ſuffice to reform Nature? 
This it is to be a Critic: for 9 Tully ſays ve- 
ry expreſly, The Minds of Men who are wil. 
ling to be OY a, and will obey the Precept 
of Philoſophers, without any doubt may be re: 
form'd; i. e. by Philoſophy, or the Doctrine 
of Reaſon, which he calls the Medicine of th 
Mind. Tully has ſeveral other Paſſages to 


the 
e Plea, p. 47. P P. 60. 


Animi autem qui ſe ſanari voluerint, præceptiſque ſapien 


nimi medicina Philoſophia. Ty/e. Qua ſt. lib. 3. 


ur 

e ſame Purpoſe, ſome of which are cited 
the Anſwer to the Plea for divine Reve- 
ation. But it wou'd not perhaps be thought 
air in me, to inſiſt more upon this Matter, 
nd to force this Writer into a Debate with 
ne on a Point of Learning; and fo I let it 
dals. | x | \ 

In Reply to this Defender's Advice, with 
hich he concludes*, I wou'd have him to 
now, that if he intends to write again up- 
dn this Subject, he muſt quite undo all that 
e has hitherto done, and begin again, and 
earn the true Point in Queſtion, and not 
rite about he knows not what. And I 
ou'd adviſe him to treat the Subject, and 
he Perſon whom he oppoſes, with manly 
Decency, ſuch Reaſoning as he is Maſter of, 
nd eſpecially to write with good Manners : 
or Learning, Reaſoning, and good Manners, 
re really thrown away, like Pearls before 
wine, on him who is reſolv'd to uſe none, 
f he had them; and who, if he will not 
write like a Gentleman, has no Reaſon to 
xpect (tho' I may uſe him more favoura- 
ly) in Reply, to be treated like a Gentle- 


Nan. 
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F I have'treated this Writer with a Se 
verity which I am-wholly averſe from 
and unus d to ſhew to any fair and reaſonagp2 
ble Adverſary, the Collection of ſcurrilouſ 
Abuſe, and vile Calumny, which I have 
preſented the Reader with out of his Book 
and which is thrown againſt me, will ber 
ſufficient Apology. I think it is doing Ju 
ſtice both to Truth, and to Mankind, to 
expoſe the Falſhoods, and rebuke the inju4 
rious Indecencies and unchriſtian Defamati 


on of ſuch an ungenerous and unreaſonable} 
Adverſary : who is a Man of that infamous 310 
Character in Writing, as to be notorious foi 
Sophiſtry and Miſrepreſentation, and treat- Nur: 
ing with Ignominy and Contempt, all thoſe ylc 
with whom he is engag'd in any Debate er 
and who have treated him with more Civi- * 

r fe 


lity than is due either to his en or 
his Manners. 
He has with a rude and impotent Vanity, 
trampled upon the Aſhes of the moſt learn- 
ed Dead, the Laichet of whoſe Shoes, when 
alive, be was not worthy to ſloop «down and 
unlooſe; and has not only, by groſs Miſre- 
preſentation of his Senſe and Doctrine, _ 
© ; im 


71. 

njuſtice, who is not able to defend 
iel but is not ſatisfy'd in oppoſing the 
ue Chriſtian Doctrine, unleſs he alſo de- 
acts from the moral Virtue which that 4 2. 
eat and good Man taught in his Writings, 
d practis'd in his Life. By which Means 
is now become ſuch a Deſperado in Con- 
oyerſy, as to oppoſe not only the great 
rticle of Belief which is the fundamental 
d primary Principle both of agrural and 
eald Religion, namely, the Unity of Gad; 
t allo to derogate from the Excellency and 


*. ligation of Morality, by placing it on the 
e me Foundation only with poſit ive Precepts, 
Jud in ſome Cafes exalting the latter above, 


d preferring them before it. 

ju If this Amos ſhall think fit to make any 
Meply, I expect it will be in the true Stile 
modern Orthodoxy, of Uncharitableneſs, 

ling, Calumny, and Miſropreſentation ,” tor 

arning and Argument, I neither” expe ot 


at- ar: tho' yet 1 ſhall be very glad to find 
oſeyſelf miſtaken, and that this Writer (of 
te om I once had an Opinion, as being an 


neſt Man, 'tho* of no great Depth) is bet- 
r for the Reprimands here given him, and 
fign'd only for his and the public Good; 
d ſhall ſhew his Good-will to make md 


t nt 

= e beſt Satisfaction he can for his moſt in- 
en rious Treatment of me, by writing like a 
and i/tian, a Gentleman, and a * N 


wi d err 
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APPENDIX 


We muſt not attend to ſuch as decl; 
© that God chu/es Things becauſe they: 


AN 


Wherein is conſiderd the Groun 
and OkLIOATION of MORAL 1 


R. King, late Lord Archbiſhop 
| Dublin, in the Tranſlation of h 
ay on the Origin of Evil, p. 186, 187. ſay 


« good; as if Goodneſs, and the grea 
“ Good which he 1 in Objects, oo 
« determine his Wi 


ill.— Tis plain t 
Things are made by God with Goodnel 
« that is, with a certain Congruity to MO 
« own Nature; but they are ſo far fro iin 
“being made on account of any Agreeablihe 
« nels antecedent to the divine Will, ther 
« on the contrary, they are neceſſarily 
« grecable, becauſe they are made by his f/ 
« Choice.” To this Notion his ingenio 
Tranſlator agrees in his preliminary Diſſe 
. tatio 


73 
tation, and in ſeveral of his Notes; and par- 
ticularly ſays (Not. 75. Pp. 193.) in Support 
of this Notion, the moral Perfections of 
ee the Deity, are immediate Conſequences, 
& or rather the genuine Exerciſe of his na- 
« tural ones, and conſequently can never 
« produce any Thing in the main repug- 
% nant to them. And thus, I think, it 
« may be ſhown how all the Actions of the 
« Deity muſt certainly be good, juſt, &c. 
* without recurring to any ſuch Fitneſſes or 
© Relations of Things, as are by ſome unac- 
* 
0 
0 


countably ſuppos'd to be antecedent, and 
abſolutely neceſſary to the Determination 
of the Will of God himſelf.” 8 
I cannot but think this Reaſoning of the 
{rchbiſhop, and of his ingenious Tranſlator, 
o be very weak and inconcluſive. 1/7, The 
{rchbiſhop ſays, © *tis plain that Things are 
made by God with Goodneſs; that is, 
© with a certain Congruity to his own Na- 
ture.“ From whence he ought to have 
oncluded, that their Congruity to the Re- 
itude or Perfection of the divine Nature, 
vas the Ground (and not the mere Will of 
od) of their being god or perfect in their 
Lind, viz. by this Reſemblance of them to 
he divine Nature; on which account the 
cripture ſays Man was made good by being 
ade in the Image of God. : | 
God was determin'd by his Will to act; 
put as the Reaſon of his acting at all, no 
| K doubt, 


iy 
1 / : ; 
1 * . . 
1 # 
. 
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doubt, was, that it was better for a perfect 


Agent to exerciſe his Power and Knowledge ; 
(ad extra) than not to exercife them; 10 the 
Ground, Reaſon, and Motive of his acting in 
the manner he did, was unqueſtionably, IF. 
think, the eſſential Perfection or Rectitude 
of his own Nature, which is that which is 
commonly call'd, in an abſtract manner, the 
eternal, immutable Fitneſs and Reaſon of 
Things. God's Vill therefore being, as is 
plain, determin'd (with reſpe@ to his man- 
ner of acting, and the Nature of the Thing 
produc'd) by the eſſential Rectitude of his 
own Nature, the Goodneſs, Reaſon, and Truth 
which is in the Creatures, proceeds not from 
the Vill of God, but from their Congruity 
to the divine Nature itſelf; and therefore 
on the account of this Agreeableneſs, their 
(99dne/s, Kc. may be properly faid to be ay 
tecedent to the Will of God, as being found 
ed not in the Vill of God, but in the Recti 
tude of the divine Nature, which cannot bu 
be conſider'd as antecedent to the divine Will 
and which antecedent Rectitude was the 
Ground, Reaſon, and Motive of God's acting 
as he did in the Production of Things; and 
without which Ground and Motive, it | 
impoſſible to conceive God as a perfect A 
gent to act at all, > | 
Therefore it is, I think, very-abſurd and 
contradictory in the 4rchbiſhop, to ſay, tha 
Things are ſo far from being made on accou 


d| 


. T9 


ca of any Agreeableneſs antecedent to the divine 
Will, that on the contrary they are neceſſarily 
agreeable, becauſe they are made by his free 
> 11 Choice ; when he himſelf ſaid immediately 
before, they were made with a certain Congru- 
ity to the divine Nature: On which account 
only, I wonder he did not ſee that Things 
were 2 agreeable, i. e. perfect and 
good in their Kinds, and not as being made 


by his free Choice, with which the Idea of 
an Wbcing perfect and good has no immediate 
nbi connection, tho' it has with the Idea of 


ongruity to the divine Nature. | 
To ſuppoſe the different Relations, and 
onſequent Fitneſſes and Unfitneſſes of 
hings, which are the Ground of Religion 
ind Morality, to have originally depended 


| ercly on the Vill of God, is to take away 
. he eſſential Difference of Virtue and Vice, 
mm | git and Wrong, Good and Evil; becauſe 


t ſuppoſes that, prior to the Determination 
ind Exertion of the divine Will in the Pro- 
uction of Things, every Thing, and every 
Relation of Things, and every Application 


ti nd Conſequence of their Relations, were in 
Au hemſelves alike indifferent, as being the 
: A Objects of the divine Mind; and that there 


vas no Rule or Ground for God to conceive 

What it was fitter or better to produce Things 

Wn one manner than in another: therefore 

hat it was equally ft and good for God to 

aye made the Natures, Relations, and Con- 
| K 2 ſequences 


* 


1 
ſequences of Things and Actions quite con- 
trary to what they are; and ſo, that it was 
equally good and ft that he ſnou d have made 
Things without any Deſign, or View, or 
Tendency of the Things themſelves to any 
particular Ends, as that he ſhou'd have 
made them for certain Ends, which ſhou'd 
be regularly and conſtantly effected by them; 
that alſo by his Appointment and i, intel. 
ligent Beings ſhou'd be in Duty oblig'd to 
hate and diſhonour him their Maker, as now 
they are to love and worſhip him; and that 
their Obedience ſhou'd conſiſt in acting con- 
trary to his Laws, as now it does in obſer- 
ving them: that it might have been ig ht and 
to puniſh innocent and good Beings with 
Pain and Miſery, as now it is to reward them 
with Pleaſure and Happineſs: and that it 
might have been equally it and good, that 
moral Agents ſhou'd cauſe the Miſery, Pain, 
and Deſtruction of each other, as it is now 
that they ſhou'd preſerve the Life, and pro- 
mote the Welfare and Happineſs of one ano- 
ther. This Notion therefore of the Rule 
and Obligation of Morality, plainly deſtroy- Yan. 
ing the eſſential Difference of Virtue and 
Vice, Good and Evil, is manifeſtly falſe and 
abſurd; and being ſo, it demonſtratively 
follows, that there is a Foundation, Ground 
or Reaſon of Morality and moral Obligati- 
ons, antecedent to the divine Mill; and that ter 
prior to any Determination of Will, the di- 

vine 
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con- Nine Underſtanding ſaw that ſome Things 
was Were, and cou'd not but be right, and good, 


rade nd jt; and that other Things were, _ 
, orou'd not but be wrong, and evil, and u "5 
any nd fo the Will was determin'd in the © 

nave Hations of the divine Mind (ad extra) by 


ou'd 
em; 
itel. 
1 to 


his antecedent Perception (ad intra) of the 
ſſential Difference of Things; and that 
hings produc'd, cou'd not but be right and 
good, ſo far as they were, or ſhou'd be agree- 
nou ble to the pre-conceiv'd neceſſary Goodneſs 
that f them, antecedent to their actual Produ- 
con- tion, or to the Rectitude of the divine 
er- NMMind itſelf; and wrong and evil, fo far as 
and they were diſagreeable or contrary to it. 

vit That which plainly deceiv'd the Archbi- 
nem op was, the erroneous Inference which he 
t it drew from the Opinion of thoſe who ſup- 
thatMpos'd Things were choſe by God becauſe 
ainWrhey were good, namely, © as if (fays he) 
now” Goodneſs, and the greater Good, which he 
pro- perceives in Objetts (meaning the Objects 
mo- actually produc'd) cou'd determine his 
rule“ Will.“ Which is a very wrong Inference; 
oy. and it ought to have been conſider'd by 
and him, that it was not the Goodneſs which 
andi God perceiv'd in the external, created Ob- 


rely, which determin'd his i 2 but it was 
ana the Goodneſs, Perfection, or Retlitude, which 
ati he perceiv'd in his own Nature, which de- 
hat termin'd his Vill to produce Things congru- 


di- 
7106 


o or 3 to it; and this was a Mo- 
tive 
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tive in Nature antecedent to the divine Wil 
The foregoing Reaſoning is a full Repl 

to the Obſervations of the Archbiſbop's Tran 
ſlator on this Head; for the moral Perfect 
ons of the Deity, are no otherwiſe immed 
ate Conſequences, or the genuine Exerciſe of bi 
natural ones (according to this Author) thay 
as the natural Perfections are exercis'd in: 
manner agreeable to the Rectitude of thi 
divine Nature itſelf. So that the moral Per 
fections of God do not proceed (as he thinks] 
merely from the Exerciſe of the natural At 
tributes of Power, Knowledge, &c. for thi 
mere Exerciſe of Power and Knowledge, ha 
nothing moral in it; it is the objective Rule 
in Conformity to which Power, &c. is ve 
Iuntarily exercis'd, which is the Ground d 
Merality, and makes the Action moral. And 
therefore, as the moral Perſections of Man 
roceed (not from the mere Exerciſe o 
7260 and Knowledge, but) from the Ex 
ereiſe of theſe natural Faculties, or acting 
agreeably to his own Nature, or to the Re 
lations of Things, to Truth or Reaſon; ſe 
the moral Perfections of God proceed (no 
ö from the mere Exerciſe of his Power and 
Knowledge, but) from the Exerciſe of theſt 
natural Attributes, or his acting in Con- 
gruity to the eſſential Rectitude of his own 
divine Nature, to the Trath or Reaſon of 
the divine Mind itſelf, which is the Eſſence 
— Ground of 50 Relations, Truth, and 
Reaſon 
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[79] 
%% hon of all created Things, on account of 

eir Conformity to which, they are ſaid to 
- eternal, immutable, and antecedent to the 
vine Will, and neceſſury to the Determi- 
Wation of it; which this Author thinks fo 
accountable, but which I think a demon- 
ative Tut. 1 
What this ingenious Author means by his 
onſequence, that the genuine Exerciſe of 
the natural Perfections of God (which he 
thinks conſtitutes them moral ones) can 


- 


on of the Nature of the moral Perfections 
f God (which yet I have ſhewn to be erro- 
eous) is, that they can never produce any 
hing in the main repugnant to them- 
les; that is, Power and Knowledge can 
erer produce any Thing repugnant to Power 
nd Knowledge, To what Purpoſe he made 
ch an Obſervation, I muſt leave him to 
onfider; for to me it is unaccountable, unleſs 
e had meant Power and Knowledge not 
erely exercis'd, but exercis'd yoluntarily 
n Congruity to the Rectitude of the divine 


nd Foundation of the unalterable Fitneſſes, 


op, T found the moral Perſections of God. 


never produce any Thing in the main re- 
pugnant to them,” is hard to underſtand. 
l that truly follows from ſuch a Suppoſi- 


ature itſelf, which is the Ef/ence, Ground, 


ruth, and Reaſon of Things; and in which, 
n Oppoſition to this Author, and the 4rch- 


by I ſhould 
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Deity any other Way, than by the preſuy 


antecedent Rule, Ground, or Reaſon, whid 
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and moral. 


I 
I ſhould be glad to ſee how this Auth, 
can account for the moral Perfections of t 


pos d Rectitude of the divine Nature, as th 
Ground and Motive of all the moral Ag 
ons of God. It is unaccountable to me th; 
any Action of God (any more than of May 
ſhou'd be good, juſt, Kc. merely by the i 
luntary Exerciſe of Power and Knowledr 
The Idea of Morality ariſes from the Rel 
tion and Congruity of the Action to ſom 


the Action reſpecteth, and which is the H 
tive of it: and this in God can be no otht 
than the natural Perfection, or eſſenti- 
Rectitude of the divine Nature, in acting. 
agreeably to which, God is happy in hint 
ſelf, and does that which is 712h# and gon 
with reſpect to his Creatures: and this all, 1 
in Man, is ſuch Relations of Things, or ſud 
Truth and Reaſon, as reſpecteth either 
Duty to God, or the Rights and Happincl 
of his Fellow Creatures or of himſelf; uM. 


acting conformably to which, Man does thai b 


which is ft, right, and good, and in which v 
his Happineſs finally conſiſts. This only ent 
that which makes Actions virtuous, good 


From which Reaſoning it follows, tha, 
altho' God only can make the Creatuy; 
finally happy or miſerable, on which ao 
count we cannot but be obliged to act i 

I Conformit 


[93 
Conformity to his Vi; yet as his mere 
Mil is not the Foundation or Eſſence of 
Virtue; Sc. but his Nature, ſo the primary 
obligation to Virtue, &c. antecedent to all 
others, even to its being the Will of God, 
ariſes from the Congruity of it to the eſſen- 
jal, unalterable Rectitude of the divinr 
MVNature, und to that Image of it in our rati- 


nal Nature; agreeably to which we can- 
Rel; but be dbliged to aft as a Rule and 


10 | | A . Tx 1 - ; erer avi 

aw to which Happineſs:and: Miſery are 
Vo nnez'd as the natural Conſequence: and 
 Miuntion of it, as well as\by'\the voluntary 
aa poſttive Appointment of God; _ by 
nc voluntary poſitive. Appointment of God, 
cuind.. nn other Reaſon but Betauſe it is the 


hum jecedent natutal Conſequence of i. 
god The Sum is this (which T think deferyes 
s al be well conſider d.) If God created ratio 
Tui Agents at all, the Motive muſt be his 
T in ro communicate as much of his o.]n 
Ane erection and Happineſs as coud be com- 
„ Wunicated; or as much as hie ſhou d ſee fit 
 thall be oomnmunicated. Therefore the Rule 
hic which his Action in producing ſuch A- 
ny W-nts muſt be conformable, cou'd be no 
gol her than is own perfectly rational active 
ature: - therefote,; again, the created A- 
thalWnts muſt reſemble in their Nature his 
atuiſz vine Perfections, and ſo the final Happi- 
h 20: of it muſt be the nurunù Conſequence = 
act 1 their acting in Imitation of God, and 


1 83 1 
according to the Rule by which God: .origls 
nally acted and always acts, and is natural 
ly happy in ſo doing, i. e. the Rule of 
Truth and Reafon : and this proves the an- 
tecedent Obligation of acting according to 
the Fineſſès of Things, or the eſſential, im- 
mutable Rectitude of the divine N ature, in 
the Likeneſs of which Man was formed. 
God, tis true, might by his Power and 
Will have created rational A gents, which 
ſhou'd not attain that Happineſs which is 
the natural Conſequence. of acting conform 
ably to the Radon of their Nature: bu 
this is to ſuppoſe God not to act in a man 
ner agreeable to the Perfection and Happi 
neſs of his own Nature. Therefore I think 
it demonſtratively follows from the mrs 
Attributes of God, that a rational. Agent 
acting according to Reaſon, will attain a 
that Happineſs which is the natural Conſe 
quence, of ſuch acting; and therefore, tha 
ſince it does not, and cannot attain it in th 
preſent State, there is another State when 
in it will certainly attain it. This is th 
Proof from Rea ſon of a Future state; which 
is inſeparably connected with the Groun 
and Obligation of Morality. The ſame Re: 
ſoning alſo demonſtrates the final and f 
ture Miſery of finful Agents, or ſuch | 
act contrary to the Law of Reaſon, _ 

I take the divine Nature alſo, in anoths 
Reſpect, to be the Ground of the Exiſten 
Ik * an 
2 


7 


righs 1 Relations of all other Beiggs not endu- 
iraks Ba with Life and Reaſon; in Congruity to 
e of Which God ated (and not by mere Will) 
an- I the Production of them, and the Modus 


g to f their Exiſtence. But this will be conſi- 


erd, when I have an mity (which 


ng the antecedent Neceſſiy, and the Eternity, 
d Immenſity, or A of God. 


111 


intend to take) to confider what this Au- 
hor has ſaid from a certain Writer concern- 
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